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TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 



SAC, TAMPA 



SAC, BOSTON (92-B202) (P) 



C 



FN H. WHTTE 



AR - HOBBS ACT 



ho 
b7C 



For Info Tampa, the following data Is set forth: 

KEVIN H. WHITE was re-elected Mayor of Boston In 
November, 1971> and is a candidate for re-election in 
November, 1975 • WHITE has received considerable national 
publicity *e his potential as a Vice presidential nominee 
on the Democratic Ticket In the forthcoming National election 



provided the following information: 



in Hartford, Connecticut . JAMES A, FRANEY, INC* (JAF) was 
a waste disposal company operating primarily in the City of 
Boston* JAF wa s also purchased b y S anltas and called Sanltas 
Waste of Mass, I _1 was J _ 

of the JAF contracts with the City of Boston* Tfte contract 
that Sanltas acquired via JAF for waste disposal for the 
downtown area of Boston was extremely valuable* 
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In 1971, aware that the City of Boston In the 
followi ng year would award new contracts for waste disposal, 
I I felt it essential that JAP solidify Itself for the 

forthcoming bids. A friend of WHITE* s indicated a contribu- 
tion to WHITE'S forthcoming campaign would be a good move, 
I I agreeing, both wanting to go into the bid strong 

and aware that t he bids d id not necessarily have to go to 
the low bidder. I I and he decided to make a $10,000 

contribution and p rior to o r about the time of the primary 
Election (9AV71) I I gave $5,000 1n cash in an envelope 

to Mayor WHITE in WHITE'S office, 1 i present. They wished 

WHITE well and said they would make a contribution o f $10,000, 
$5. 000 to be given later. WHI TE was made aware that I I 
was l ~| and fact that the money was 

coming from Sanitas. WHITE referred to the other contractors 
saying that a couple of the "sons of bitches" did not do the 
right thing an d that he. WHITE, wa s going to fix them. About 
a month later I I again wen t to WH ITE' S office . 

jmiTE turning over $5,000 in cash in an envelope that I I 

provide d. In both Inst ances the cash was given to I |by 

I l and came from an I I would present a 

voucher to JAP for s ome type of phony service s, the JAP ch eck 
made payable t ol l and then deposited/In the I I 
cash withdrawn via two or three checks in odd amounts. 

In about February, 1972, 1 I met with other waste 

disposal contractors who had contracts with the City of Boston 
to discuss th e forthcoming bids. The meeting took place in 
I's office in South Boston an d present were 

I of Dooley D isposal, I I of 

M & C Disposal, 1 | (ph) of Howard Disposal, 

and I K pfiTI. During tnis and a subsequent meeting 

an agreement was made as to who would bid which one '. of the 
eight available districts and the bid price he would submit. 
The bid price would include a normal profit figure, plus an 
additional profit, over and above the normal, it was agreed 
that it would not look good if all the contractors bid 
successively on the districts they had the previous contract, 
all agreeing to bid low on another district, the understanding 
there would be no problem swapping back to original districts 
after the contracts had been awarded iwith the approval of 
Boston Commissioner of Public Works JOE CASAZZA. 
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The JAP bid included an additional profit f igure 
of about $150,000 over and above a normal Profit. A^one 
knowledgelble'in the disposal business reviewing the prices 
shrill* have known the bids contained unusual profit factors. 
should h ave known tne oi f ^ contracted waste digosal 

brvWs for $1,500,000.00 less in-this current contract, 
as^istinguished from the contract awarded W72> the » 08t 
recent contract not subject to pre-rigged bids.) 

After the 10/72 bids were awarded some of the 
contractorsflncludiSgJAF, were allowed to switch back from 
districts awarded to those handled in the previous contract. 
districts awaraeq ™ ted wUh elther ^ yor WHITE Q r CASAZZA 

to accomplish the s witches on the basis that those formerly 
servicin? the districts had the proper equipment and could 
doTbetter Job at the price awarded than could newcomers 
to the district* 

I la waste disposal company as 

a subsidiary for Sanitas, Submitting a low bi g for the East 

» — 4n icvra l _ — l tol d f he could not old the 

gCT^l^bli ause L_LJ haTW^oiitract, threatening 

to shoot [__□ after heated arguments, 1 stating he 

would repW W .atte ^to ^i^o rneyje^ 

Uk^I^ , |— ^l .backing downJ^ELdecldlng to get rid 



he 

hlC 
hlD 



It has been determined that I lis in the Tampa, 
Florida area and can be contacted at telephone number 
f L which Tampa Office advised js listed to 



Florida ; 



instant case receiving priority attention in 
Boston Office, as well as Office of u. S. Attorney. To date, 
SftRtnn has been able to control Investigation so that no 
SwsSpef pubScUy has yet been received. ^fforts_cpntlnuing 
to maintain this status until after interview of| [ 

-3- 
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1 is the only person who can corroborate 

cash payments to WHITE. Tampa should immediately contact 
him and obtain from him all data re his Knowledge of payments 
to WHITE and other officials, as well as data he can provide 
concerning rigged bids for City of Boston disposal contracts 
in l£72. Data set forth above is "to give Tampa sufficient, 



bacKground_fcsLhandle the interview as distinguished from 
providing I I with the Specifics set forth. Efforts 
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should be made to obtain information con cerning p ayoff s and 
rigged bids as specific as possible, and I I should be 

asked to provide what data he can concerning others who have 
Knowledge of payoffs and rigged bids> 

Tampa should immediately contact I I and provide 

Boston with results in an FD-302 as soon as possible. 
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Memorandum 

SAC (92-2202) date: 2/28/75 

SA ROBERT E. SHEEHAN 



KEVIN H. WHITE) 
et al 
AR - HA 



J 



On 2/27/75 SA | | and writer wen 

to I 1 Rhod e Island to Interview a I L 

I ~L Fro m I I I telephonicajULy 

contacted the | [ residence to dete rmine If he was 

at home* A woman, identifying herself as I "] 
answered the telephone and on my request to talk to 
I I immediately wanted to know who was calling. 

I identified myself. She then wanted to know why I would 
be contacting him. I told her it was in connection with an 
investigation and asked if he were home. She then told me 
I should talk to his lawyer or accountant. I again asked 
if he were at home, her reply he was sick in bed, again 
asking me why I wanted him. I told her I wanted to speak 
with her husband and asked if his illness were serious. She 
said he had some kind of a bug. I then told ;her in view of 
that I would try to contact him next week. She told me I would 
not do so, that I should contact his lawyers, Adler, Pollack 
and Sheehan, in Providence, R.I., telephone number 274-7200. 
She told me again, as she did several times during the course 
of the conversation, that she has the right to know what I 
wanted to discuss with her husband. I told her that my 
business was with her husband ^ asking her if she would want 
me to stop by her house. She said she certainly did not want 
me stopping by her house, again and consistently demanding CM* 
I talA her the purpose of my contact with her husband. I 
terminated the conversation by telling her I would be in 
touch with her husband. 
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Antic ipating subseque nt service of subpoena, 
we searched for i ~L « stopping a South Kingston 

PD cruiser, the officer contacting the station via radio 
to locate the s treet. We drove to the street but could 
not locate | [ A woman came out of one house and glared 
at us as we drove down the street • 

We went to the Sout h Kingston PD to see if we 

could locate on which side of I \ number I 

was located, unsuccessfully, officer I 1 
assisted us. I overheard the desk officer telling someone 
telephonically that she should notify him if she got any 
further calls and try t o get the registration number. I 
ask ed Off leer I I to check and determine if the caller 

was | I which it was. 

I I called the station at 12:40 p.m. 

and told Officer I I that she got a suspicious 



call from a man who said he was with the FBI. She asked be 
what the man wanted, per the police report, the man saying > b?c 
he wanted to talk with her husband. The caller became 
obnoxious when she said he was sick and couldn't come to 
the telephone. | | told the officer she wanted 

her complaint to be a matter of record. 

I was not obnoxious and tried to pacify, exclusive 
of telling the nature of my business, an extremely aggressive, 
antagonistic person. 

| | did not call the station for at 

least an hour after I talked with her and did not provide 
the PD with my name and the telephone number of the Boston 
FBI Office which she repeated several times and said she 
was writing on a piece of paper. 

I identified myself o n the PD compla int form as 
having telephonically contacted | "| 

Above for record purposes. 
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Date: 3/5/75 



Transmit the following in 



( Type in plaintext or code) 



Via 



AIRTEL 



(Priority) 



TO: 



SAC, BOSTON (92-2202) 



FROM: SAC, TAMPA (92-1957)(RUC) 
KEVIN H. WHITEr / 



AR - HOBBS ACT 



ReBSairtel, 2/24/75* 

Enclosed herewith for the Boston Di vision are two 
^copies o f an FD 302 reflecting interview with | | 
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It is to be noted that I I readily acknowledged 

that Sanitas, Inc., paid to Mayor KEVIN WHITE of Boston 
or contributed to his campaign in 1971, the amrtount of 
$10.000. This contribution was made at WHITE 1 s request. 
I I acknowledged this; however, emphatically denied 

ever attending any meetings in which it was decided that 
after the bids were accepted by the city,*ithey would 
thereafter exchange the territory back to the territory 
orginally held by the different waste dispo sal compa nies. 
It appeared to the interviewing Agents that I I was 

familiar with the allegation that had been*made against 
Sanitas and himself and he would only admit things that 
did not appear t o have a crimi nal violation. It is 
believed t hat if I K PH). United Disposal of 

Boston and l K FH) Howard Di sposal, Inc. . 

substantiates the information furnished by I J regarding 
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the exchange of territ ories , that thereafter additional 
interviews of I I would be productive since he is 

fearful of any grand jury action. ^o/?n 

No leads are being set forth for Boston, 'inasmuch 
as it is not known if thes e intervi ews have b een conducted » 
but it is to be noted that I I will returrt ' 1 

will reside at the /former residence. Durin 





1 



V 



- Boston 
Tampa 

ApptXAA/g jm (3) 



(Enc. 



Sent 



Special Agen 



- 346-090 <11> 



TP 92-1957 



° f I i I fre commented that he receives a monthly check 

from|_^ I who obtains the check .from the City of Boston. 

He wulti not elaborate on whv he receives this check and Boston 
may desire to ant erview|^_^_| concerning this check. 



t 



f 



DIRECTOR, FBI 



y/21/75 



SAC S BOSTON (92-2202) (P) 



^ KEVIN H. WHITE y 

AR-JHOBBS ACT 
(00 s BOSTON) 
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4/15/75. 



ite Bureau airtel, 2/2^/75$ 0-1 form, dated 



Following background in instant case set forth 
for infornation of Bureau. 

Case opened 2/75, Boston Division* aft er 
interview by Bureau Agent of I L formerly 

active in waste disposal companies, who said in 1971 he 
paid $10,000 personally "to Mayor KEVIN WHITE, Boston, in 
connect ion with WHITE'* S then campaign for re-election. 
I I described the payments as a canpaign contribution, 

feeling the cash payncmts would solidify Sanitas 1 , the 
waste disposal company for "which }\e worked , position in 
forthc o&inft Ci ty of Boston bids* In giving the noney to 
WHITE, P I described it as a campaign contribution, 
*r£HIT£ indicating some of the other contractors did not 
do the right thing. The cash was obtained from another 
company account, said company billing the Sanitas subsidiary 
for the funds via false vouchers. Sanitas and several other 
companies successfully bid on the 1972 Boston Contract, bid 
prices established via joint effort of alleged competing 
companies and i ncluding profit of about $150,000 over 
nornal profit. I l had no indication the Mayor" or any 

city official aware of rigged bids or exorbitant profit 
figure. 



I I also reported giving 2,000 shares in 
another company I L Reclamation Systems, Inc. 
<RS), for what he» I k paid (16* per share, stock then 
valued at 610 ser share, current! value it per shared to 
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conpany did work for I ' I in state buildings , I I 

claiming I 1 gave bin no edge* insisting on quality 

performan ce . Per I 1 1 S request, stock issued and 



mailed to I I of Rhode Island. Investigation 

.determined | | declared legally Incompetent because 

of senility and it appears doubtful he can appear before 
a Grand Jury. The Stat ute of Limitations will bar 
prosecution of I l T 9/28/75 re which USA nade aware. 

I I clained i:o have nade cash available to 

Sanitas subsidiaries in Tampa, Atlanta, and Detroit > 
sfcyii^L, payments ntade to company officials, he not aware 
as *o purpose of cash. 

I I had no specif ics re other ref use contractors 

staking cash payments to WHITE . I L another 

Sanitas official, said he was told two (2) other refuse 
contractors nade contributions to WHITE less than $1Q,J)Q0, 

I | acknowledged $10,000 cash contribution nada_±G. 

WHITiJ but there is no consistency between he and I 
as ^to how concept of payment originated. 
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of Sanitas. 



Da ta re above cane to light via SEC investigation 



Sanitas. I I originally provided data re instant case 

in Hay > 1974 to SJMJY Department officials, subsequently 
being interviewed by attorneys from the Fraud Section of 
the Department, SONY > and District of Mass. *He was nade 
available for FBI and IRS interview, 1/30/75. 

USA, Boston extremely reluctant to conduct open 
investigation re rwiIIEE allegations in absence of specifics 
that vould develop prosecutable violation, feeling data not 
jsolid enough to openly proceed without possibly harming 
WHITE'S chances in the forthcoming mayoralty canpaign afi4 
a possibility of WHITE'S obtaining a slot on the National 
Democratic ticket as Vice-President Pursuant to said 
policy, AUSA in Special unit handling political payoffs 
wants to proceed initially via subpoena of construction 
companies 1 books and records to determine if & generation 



2< 



BS 92-2202 

of cash to WHITE can be located • Indications are that 
said action will occur within next two weeks; has been 
awaiting IRS audit results at Sanitas which will be 
available week of U/21/7S. 

Boston Office feels instant case has little 
prosecutive potential for following reasons: 

1. ) Both I 1 describe payment 
to WHITE as a political contribution. 

2. ) No records re contributions to WHITE 
campaign available for final election, 1971. The laws 

in Mass. at that time permitted destruction of such records 
after 18 months. 



3 . ) I I claimed stock deal with I I 

resulted only from desire to solidify himself with I 
as distinguished from pay-off. 

To date « sole investigation has consisted of 

I I interviews , efforts to locate WHITE 
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campaign records, and documentation of stock data. 



Upon receipt of books and records of contractors, 
analysis will be j&ade, necessary interviews conducted, and 
report submitted. 
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ED CORSETTI and JIM MORSE 

A $1 minion suit against Mayor 
Kevin White, Boston's Comr. of Public 
Works Joseph F. Casa2za, two officials 
of the Teamsters Union and several 
rubbish collecting concerns has been 
filed In Norfolk Superior Court, amid 
charges of union pressure and the 
illegal awarding of city contracts. 

-The suit, filed by tfatlck . Atty. 
Thomas C O'Keefe, III, and Boston 
Atty. Charles ArtesanJ, Jr., on behalf 
of F. & R. Service, Inc., a Wellesley- 
based rubbish collection agency, de- 
mands that the court enjom the City of 
Boston from exercising the option to 
renew the rubbish disposal contracts 
between the city and the companies 
which received the awards. 

It also asked the court to determine 
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and assess damages against Frank J. 
- McMorrow and Americo Pasquale, of- 
ficers and members of Local 373 of the 
Teamsters Union for "interfering with 
contractual relations." 

The suit specifically asked that 
$400,000 be granted the company from 
the union, and an additional $73,000 for 
the firm's employes* - 

In addition, the suit asked that the 
contract for the collection and removal 
of refuse fn Boston proper, Jamaica 
plain. North Dorchester, South 
Dorchester, South Boston and East 
Boston bo rescinded or cancelled. 

ALSO, THAT the court order the 
j defendants to again advertise for bids 
jl in connection with rubbish disposal lor 
\{ the entire city of Boston, and to deter- 
4 1 .mine* assess and grant Judgement for 



all costs and expenses against the de- 
fendants, as well as judgement for 
damages. 

The total amount Is In excess of $1 
million. 

In their complaint, the plaintiffs 
said that DPW Comr. Casazza told 
them on June II, 1974, that their work 
ranged from "good to excellent.*' 

However, one week later, on June 
IS, according to the complaint, Casaz- 
za informed officers of the company 
that "unless things changed" ho would 
not recommend F- & R. Service, Inc., 
for tho rubbish collection in East 
Boston "because he would not risk a 
strike by Teamsters* Local 379/* 

The plaintiffs, whose employes were 
affiliated with the AFI^CIO, told 
Casazza Ihey would not breach their 
existing union contract. 
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According to the complaint, Casazza 
said he wanted to award them the 
East Boston contract, but could not do 
so because their employes were not 
members of Teamsters* Local 379, 
which threatened a citywide strike or 
work stoppage, 

THE COMPLAINX further" states 
that the plaintiffs believe they would" 
have been awarded*tfie contract if de- 
fendants McMorrow and Pasquale had 
not caused Casazza "to "feel threaten- 
ed" of a strike. 

Alfred N. Fisher and ¥*Wam C 
Roberts, president and vice president, 
respectively; of F. & R« Service. Inc.. 
met with Casazza on June 5, 1974, at 
City Kali. 

At the lime, the complaint says. 
Casazza was under the impression that 
the firm was non-union. When Inform- 
ed that the employes of F. & R. Ser- 
vice, Inc.. were members of the AFL- 
CIO. the complaint claims that Casaz- 
za requested Fisher and Roberts to 
arrange for their eniployes to Join 
Teamsters* Local 379. 

The plaintiffs accused Mayor White 
of approving the awarding of contracts 
on the basis of favoritism. 

They charged that Casazza, In 
violation of the law but with the 
mayor's approval, rejected all bids 
and dispensed with advertising the 
bids for the East Boston contract. 

Although F. & R. Service. Inc., was 
the low bidder in East Boston, the 
contract was awarded to one of three 
other bidders. 

Although the state law requires any 
public work to be awarded to the 
lowest bidder, this does not apply to 
service work, such as rubbish collec- 
tion* 

The complaint also charges that In 
some of the districts, the City of 
Boston awarded contracts for more 
than the bid price. 

THE SUIT CLAIMS that the total 
amount of awards' for rubbish collec- 
tion in the city for 1974 was $411,251 
more than the low bid prices annually 
and $1,233,753 more than the low bid 
prices over the three year period of 
the contract, which has an option for 
renewal after the first year. 

According to the complaint, the 
primary reason given by Casazza for 
the rejection of F. & R. Service, Inc.. 
was "a union involvement that pro- 
bably would result In a strike or work 
stoppage in other districts of the city." 

The plaintiffs claim that unless 
Casazza or White were "intimidated or 
threatened or caused to feel threaten- 
ed" by the Teamsters' officials, 
Casazza's recommendation not t o 
award them the contract ^'constitutes a 
gross abuse of hny discretion which 
Casazza may possess." 

The rubbish c^llectten firms named 
as defendants. In theXuit were: SCA 
Disposal "Services if. New England, 
Inc.; Brownlng-Ferdk Industries, Inc.; 
United Contracting) Cdmpanyv Inc.. of 
Boston j Joseph, Amkfa and-^W^7»- - 
Jt Division** of Wast*! Management of 
Massachusetts, Inc.7V^^anitas^\yaste 
Disposal of Massachusetts. Inc. - ~ 

•v " 
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( , ■ ■ COtMXJWEaLTH OF KZ^SAOIUSETTS , ' 

NORFOLK, SS. SUPERIOR COURT 

DOCKET NWKTR 






t 

P.& R. SERVICE, INC., THOMAS A. GILLIS, GARY 
CLARK, PAUL ARENA, DONALD CARPENTER, ALIEN COTE, . 
GEORGE E. DYER, JR., BERNARD PECK AND MICHAEL 
SOUFCNE 

1 Plaintiffs 
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KEVIN H. WHITE, JOSEPH P. CASAZZA, CITY OF 
BOSTON, FRANK J. McMDRROW, AM5RICO PASQUALE, 
SCA DISPOSAL SERVICES OF NEW .ENGLAND, INC. , 
BROWNING-FERRIS INDUSTRIES, INC., SANITAS 
WASTE DISPOSAL OF MASSACHUSETTS, INC., UNITED , 

CONTRACTING COMPANY, .INC. OF BOSTON, JOSEPH , . 
AMARA AND SONS, INC. , DIVISION OF WASTE 

MANAGEMENT OF MASSACHUSETTS , INC. , . 






Defendants 
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1. The Plaintiff, P.S R. Service, Inc., is a Massachusetts corporation duly 






organized and existing with a usual place of business in Wellesley Lower Falls, 






Norfolk County and is engaged in the collection and disposal of refuse and 






garbage; the Plaintiff, lhauas A. Gillis, Framingham, Middlesex County, is an 






enplcyee of P.& R. Service, Inc. and shop representative of the following 






other errployees of F.& R. Service, Inc., all of whom are affiliated as rrerrbers 






of a voluntary, unincorporated association known as Local #13974, United 






'Steelworkers of Merica, AEL-CCO: Gary Clark, Newton, Middlesex County; Paul 



Arena, Natick, Middlesex County; Donald Carpenter, Needham, Norfolk County; 
Alden Cote, Framingham, Middlesex County; George E. Dyer, Jr., Needham, Norfolk 
County; Bernard Peck, Needham, Norfolk County; Michael Schifone, Stoughton, 
Norfolk County; that all of the above said employees have contracted for wages 
and conditions of employment for a three (3) year term, with F.& R. Service, Inc. 
according to Exhibit "A" attached hereto and made a part hereof; that the 
above said employees are .those employees of F.& R. Service, Inc. who would 
have worked in District 9, East Boston, as refuse collectors but who have been 
deprived of the said work because of certain illegal actions of the Defendants 
as hereinafter set forth. 

2. The Defendants are Kevin K. White, Boston, Suffolk County, individually and 
as he is Mayor of the City of Boston; Joseph F. Casazza, Boston, Suffolk County, 
individually and as he is Cccrcrdssicner of Public Works of the City of Boston; 
the City of Boston, a municipal corporation within Suffolk County; Frank J. 
McMorxow, Weymouth, Norfolk County and Americo Pasquale, Quincy, Norfolk County, 
as they are both officers and rarbers of a voluntary unincorporated association 
knovn as Local #379, Teamsters, Chauffeurs, Warehousemen and Helpers; SCA 
Disposal Services of New England, Inc. a Massachusetts corporation with a 
usual place of business in Boston, Suffolk County (hereinafter referred to as 
SCA); Browning-Ferris Industries, Inc., a Massachusetts corporation with a 
usual place of business in Brighton District of Boston, Suffolk County (herein- 
after referred to as BFI) ; Sanitas Waste Disposal of Massachusetts, Inc., a 
Massachusetts corporation duly organized and existing within the Oxmonwealth 
of Massachusetts with a usual place of business in South Boston District of 
Boston, Suffolk County (hereinafter referred to as Sanitas); United Contracting 
Coirpany, Inc. of Boston, a Massachusetts corporation duly organized and existing 
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with a usual place of business in Dorchester District of Boston, Suffolk County 
(hereinafter referred to as United) ; Joseph Mara and Sons, Inc. , Division of 
Waste Management of Massachusetts, Inc. a Massachusetts corporation with a usual 
place of business in Hyde Park District of Boston, Suffolk County (hereinafter 
referred to as £mara) . 

3. That on or about JPjpril 22, 1974 and May 13, 1974, the City of Boston, by 
and through its Ccrrrrdssioner of Public Works, Defendant-Joseph P. Casazza, 
invited bids by advertisement pursuant to Section 30 of Currently Operative 
Provisions of Chapter 486 of the Acts of 1909 as amended and as published in 
the Boston Municipal Register; said bids were invited for the collection and 
removal of refuse to commence on July 1, 1974 for the Districts of the City of 
Boston; that on or about toy 3, May 24, and May 29, 1974, the bids in 
response to the said invitation and advertising were publicly opened and read; 
that the bids as opened and read of the lowest four bidders in each District 
together with their respective prices are attached hereto, made a part hereof 
and marked as Exhibit "B" , -the Plaintiffs say that to the best of their know- 
ledge and belief the bidders and prices shewn on Exhibit "B" are true and 
accurate. 

4. That the final contract required by the City to be executed between the 
City and each successful bidder is standard; that the said contract provides 
for a one year term with two (2) City cptiens to renew; that your Plaintiffs 
believe and therefore aver that the city has never failed to exercise a renewal 
of the contract for the collection and removal of refuse and that the contract 
is in fact a three (3) year contract. 

5. That your Plaintiff, F.& R. Service, Inc., qualified to bid and did bid $s 




* noted in Exhibit "B". 

6. The Plaintiffs believe and therefore aver that in the late days of June, 
1974 and several days prior to the commencement date for the contract (July 1, 
1974) Defendant-White approved the awarding of the contract to the bidders and 
in the amounts set forth in Exhibit "B-l" attached hereto and made a part 
hereof; that on august 12 , 1974 those awards made in late June, 1974 for 
Districts 1A, IB, 4, 6 and 8 were published on August 12, 1974 at pages 632 
and 635 in the Official Chronicle of Boston Municipal Affairs, the City Record. 
Newspaper, as shown on Exhibits "B-l" and "C" attached hereto and made a part 
hereof; that on September 23, 1974 those awards made in late June, 1974 for 
the remaining Districts 2, 3, 5, 7, 9 and 10 were published in the said City 
Record at page 743 as shewn on Exhibits "B-l" and "D" attached hereto and 
made a part hereof; that the publishing of the awards are required to be made 
by Section 29 of the Currently Operative Provisions of Chapter 486 of the Acts 
of 1909 as amended and as published in the Boston Municipal Ptegister. 

7. That according to Exhibit "D" , Defendant-White has allegedly approved the 
awarding of the contract for Districts 2, 3, 5, 7, 9 and 10 'by dispensing 
with public advertising' ; that according to Exhibit "C" Defendant-White has 
allegedly approved the awarding of the contract for Districts 1A, IB, 4, 6, 
and 8 to the "lowest eligible bidders". 

8. The Plaintiffs say that the contract and awarding thereof in Districts IB, 
2, 3, 5, 7, 9 and 10 are illegal, invalid and/or void based on the following 
facts and reasons hereinafter set out in subparagraphs (A) - (F) . 



f 



• : 

VIOIATICNOF COMPETITIVE BIDDING LAW 
(SECTION 30 OJKRENTLY OPERATIVE PROVISIONS OF CHAPTER 486, ACTS OF 1909) 



(A) The Plaintiffs believe, and therefore aver that Defendant-Casazza recom- 
mended and Defendant-White approved the awarding of the contract in Districts 
IB, 2, 3, 5, 7, 9 and 10 in violation of the corpetitive bidding law, afore- 
said Section 30, because awards were made at prices other than prices bid and/ 
or to bidders other than the lew bidders as shown on Exhibit "B-l" . 

(B) Further, that the Plaintiffs believe and therefore aver that Defendant- 
Casazza recarmended and Defendant-White approved the awarding of the contract 
in said Districts IB, 2, 3, 5, 7, 9 and 10 as a result in part of negotiations 
or discussions of prices after the bids were publicly opened and read in 
further violation of said Section 30; that in District IB, Defendant-Casazza 
with the approval of Defendant-White awarded Boston Proper to Defendant-Sanitas 
at $729,363 annually or approximately $86,400 more annually than the bid price; 
that in District 2, Defendant-Casazza with the approval of Defendant-White 

purportedly dispensed with advertising and awarded Jamaica Plain to Defendant- 
■ 

Amara, the third bidder at the lew bidder's price; that in District 3, Defendant- 
Casazza with the. approval of Defendant-White purportedly dispensed with adver- 
tising and awarded Dorchester North to Defendant-SCA 'third bidder at the 
second 'bidder's price' which price was $618,465 annually or approximately 
$68,357 more annually than the lew bid price; that in District 5, Defendant- 
Casazza with the approval of -Defendant-White purportedly dispensed with adver- 
tising and awarded South Boston to Defendant-SCA, the third bidder at the 
price of $268,558 or approximately $87,866 more annually than the low bid 
price and $21,600 more annually than Defendant-SCA bid itself, that in District 
7, Defendant-Casazza with the approval of Defendant-White purportedly dispensed 
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' with advertising and awarded Dorchester South to Defendant-United, the third 
bidder, at the price of $691,650' annually or approximately $48,687 more 
annually than the lew bid price; that in District 9, the Defendant-Casazza 
with the approval of Defendant-White purportedly dispensed with advertising 
and awarded East Boston to Defendant-BFI, the fourth bidder, at the price of. 
$349,218 annually or approximately $78,179 more annually than the low bid; 
that in District 10, Defendant-Casazza with the approval of Defendant-White 
purportedly dispensed with advertising and awarded Boxbuxy to Defendant-BFI, 
the second bidder at the price of $744,451 or approximately $39,751 more 
annually than Defendant-BFI bid itself; that the total amount of these awards 
in these Districts is approximately $411,251 more than the low bid prices 
annually and $1,233,753 more than the' low bid prices over the three (3) year 
period. 

I ' ABUSE OF DISCRETION, VIOLATION OF 

1 : PUBLIC POLICY AND SECTION 30 

(C) That if the Court finds that the Defendant-White could legally dispense 
with advertising and could legally dispense with advertising without notice 
and publish intent and approval to dispense with advertising approximately 
three (3) months after actual approval of the awards and could legally by him- 
self, employees or others negotiate with bidders after bids were received, 
opened and read, then the Plaintiffs further say that to award six (6) Districts 
(2, 3, 5, 7, 9 and 10) of ten Districts at the prices therefor and/or to others 
than the low bidders and/or in the manner awarded, and to award a seventh (7th) 
District (IB) at a price substantially higher than the bid price, (i) consti- 
tutes a gross abuse of any discretion which Defendant-White may possess and/or 
(ii) is against public policy and/or (iii) violates and abrogates the intent 



of the corpetitive bidding law, said Section 30. 

ABUSE OF DISCRETION IN DISTRICT 9 

(D) That Defendant-Casazza requested Defendant-White to "reject all bids" and 
•dispense with advertising* in District 9; Defendant-Casazza' s reasons for 
rejecting the bid of your Plaintiff, F.& R. Service, Inc., is required by law 
to be published and said reasons were published as set out in Exhibit "D" 
_ attached hereto; that the primary reason given by Defendant-Casazza for re- 
jection of your Plaintiff, F.& R. Service, Inc., was because there was " a 
union involvement that probably would result in a strike or work stoppage in 
all other districts of the City"; the Plaintiffs say that unless Defendant- 
Casazza and/or Defendant-White, their agents, servants or employees, were 
intimidated or threatened or caused to feel threatened by Defendants-^orrcw 
and/or Pasquale, their agents, servants or employees, as is more fully set out 
in Count II hereinafter, then, Defendant-Casazza 1 s reccmnendation not to award 
District 9 to your Plaintiff, F.& R. Service, Inc., constitutes a gross abuse 
of any discretion which Defendant-Casazza may possess. 

FAVORITISM 

(E) The Plaintiffs are informed and do believe and therefore aver that the 
Defendant-White approved the awarding of contracts at the aforesaid prices in 
Districts 1-B, 3, 5, 9 and 10 on the basis of favoritism to Defendant-SCA, BFI 
and Sanitas. 




VIOLATION OF PUBLIC HEAPING REQUIREMENT 
(SECTION 6, CURRENTLY OPERATIVE PROVISIONS OF CHAPTER. 486, .ACTS OF 1909) 

(F) The Plaintiffs believe and therefore aver that Defendant-Casazza recent- 
mended and Defendant-White approved the awarding of the contracts in Districts 
IB, 2, 3, 5, 7, 9 and 10 in violation of Section 6 of Currently Operative 
Provisions of Chapter 486 of the .Acts of 1909 as amended and as published in 
the Boston Municipal Register because said Section 6 requires that no contract 
for the collection, removal or disposal of refuse extending over a period of 
more than one year shall be valid without the approval of the Mayor and the 
City Council after a public hearing held by the City Council after notice in 
the City Record newspaper; that no notice has been given and that no public 
hearing has been held; that the contract is by law and in fact a contract 
extending over a period of more than one year and therefore the contract awards 
are not valid. ' ' 

i * 

i * 

i ■ 

i , 

POINT II 

9. The Plaintiffs say that on or about April 7, 1974 and May 13, 1974 the 
City of Boston by and through its Cartnissicner of Public Works, Defendant- 
Joseph F. Casazza, invited bids by_ advertisement pursuant to Section 30 of 
Currently Operative Provisions of Chapter 486 of the Acts of 1909 as amended 
and as published in the Boston Kunicipal Register, for the collection and 
removal of refuse for District 9, East Boston; that on or-about May 29, 1974 
the bids for District 9 were publicly opened and read and the lowest four 
bidders and their prices therefor shown on Exhibit "B" attached hereto and 
made a part hereof; that your Plaintiff, F.& R. Service, Inc., was qualified 



to bid and was the lowest bidder for District 9; that the bidder awarded 
District 9 was the fourth bidder, Defendant-BFI, as shown on Exhibits "B-l" 
and "D" attached hereto and made a part hereof. 

10. That the eirployees of all bidders for District 9 except your Plaintiff, 
F.& R. Service, Inc., and Stanley Roketenetz, Inc., are affiliated wiih Local 
#379 of the Teamsters, Chauffeurs, Warehousemen and Helpers; that the 
Plaintiffs are affiliated with Local #13974, United Steelworker of America, 
.AFL-CIO under written contract attached hereto, made a part hereof and, marked 
Exhibit "A". 

* * 

11. That on or about June 5, 1974, Alfred N. Fisher and William C. Fcfoerts, 
President and Vice-President respectively of your Plaintiff, F.& R. Service, 
Inc. , met with Defendant-COTnissicner Casazza at City Hall at the request of 
Defendant-Casazza allegedly for customary investigation of bidders; that 
Defendant-Casazza informed the said officers of the Plaintiff that he had been 
inforaed that F.& R. Service, Inc. was non-union; that the said officers of 
F.& R. Service, Inc. informed Defendant-Casazza that the employees of F.& R. 
Service, Inc. were affiliated with the AFL-CIO under a three year contract 
with F.& R. Service, Inc.; that Defendant-Casazza stated that the employees of 
other bidders in all Districts of the City were affiliated with Teamsters' 
Local #379 and that he Defendant-Casazza was faced with the ominous prospect 
that the Teamsters' Local #379 would strike in all other Districts of the City 
of Boston should he (Defendant-Casazza) recommend the award of District 9 to 
F.& R. Service, Inc. whose employees are affiliated with the AFL-CIO; further 
that Defendant-Casazza requested the said officers of F.& R. Service, Inc. to 
arrange for the employees of F.& R. Service, Inc. to join Teamsters' Local #379 
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' that said officers refused because of its contract with. Local #13974, Exhibit 

1 

"A". 

i ' 

12. That on or about June 11, 1974 said William c. Roberts was informed by 
Defendant-Casazza that the reports he (Defendant-Casazza) sought from other 
cities and tcwns serviced for collection of refuse end/or garbage by F.& R. 
Service, Inc. were ranging from good to excellent. 

13. That on or about June 18, 1974 the said officers of F.& R. Service, Inc. 
again met with Defendant-Casazza at Defendant-Casazza* s request at Boston City 
Hall; Defendant-Casazza informed the said officers that unless things changed 
he would not recommend F.& R. Service, Inc. for the award because the employees 
of P.& R. Service, Inc. were affiliated with the AFL-CIO and not the Teamsters' 
Union, Local #379, and because he would not risk a strike by Teamsters' Local 
#379; that the said officers again refused to change unions and breach their 
existing Union contract (Exhibit "A"); Defendant-Casazza informed the officers 
that he (Defendant-Casazza) wanted to award F.& R. Service, Inc. the contract 
in District 9 but could not do so because the employees of F.& R. Service, Inc. 
were not affiliated with Local #379 and because of the threat of strike or work 
steppage. 

< * 

f 

14. That the Plaintiffs believe and therefore aver that the Plaintiffs would 
have been awarded the contract and thus the work in District 9 but that said 
Teamsters' Local #379, ■ Def endants-Mcttorrow and Pasquale, or their agents or 
servants, threatened or caused Defendant-Casazza to feel threatened of a strike 
or work steppage in the other Districts of the City of Boston. 

15. That the Plaintiffs believe and therefore aver that the Plaintiffs should 
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have been awarded the contract and thus the work in District 9 but that said 
Teamsters 1 Local #379, Defendants-Mdtorrcw and Pasquale, or their agents or 
servants , threatened or caused Def endant-Casazza to feel threatened of a 
strike; or work steppage in the other Districts of the City, of Boston . 

16. That the threat of strike or work steppage by* Local #379, Defendants- 

■it ' 

Mc^rrow and Pasquale, their agents or servants, is an illegal, or wrongful and 
unprivileged interference with advantageous contractual, relations of F.& R. 
Service, Inc. and hence, the^enpicyees thereof because the threat of strike or 

work steppage constitutes wrongful procurernent of refusal to contract. 

* it 

> « * 

WKEREF0R5 "TOE PLAINTIFFS DEMPND WDER OOTT' I ; 

(1) That the Court preliminarily enjoin Defendants-Kevin II. White, Joseph F. 
Casazza and the City of Boston from .exercising the option to renew- the contract 
between the City of Boston and Defendants-SCA Disposal, Services, of New England, 
Inc., Brcwning-Ferris Industries, Inc., United . Contracting Coipany, Inc. of ' 
Boston, Joseph ftriara/and Sons, Inc. , Division of Waste Management of Ilassa- 
chusetts, Inc. and Sanitas Waste Disposal of Massachusetts, Inc. which, ccmrenced 
on July 1, 1974 for collection and disposal of refuse in Districts IB, and/or 

2, and/or 3, and/or 5, and/or 7, and/or 9, and/or 10. 

(2) That the Court, perraxently enjoin. Defendant-Kevin H. White, Joseph F. 
Casazza and the City, of Boston from exercising the option to renew the contract 
between the City of Boston and Defendants-SCA Disposal Services of New England, 
Inc., Browning-Ferris Industries, Inc., United Contracting Cccrpany, Inc. of 
Boston, Joseph Amara and Sons, Inc. , .Division of Waste Management of Massa- 
chusetts, Inc. and' Sanitas Waste. Disposal of Massachusetts, Inc. which oanrrehced 
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en July 1, 1974 for collection and disposal of refuse in Districts IB, 'and/or 
2, and/or 3, and/or 5, and/or 7, and/or 9, and/or 10. 

(3) That the Court grant declaratory judgment that the contract which commenced 
on July 1, 1974 for collection end removal of refuse in District IB, and/or 2, 
and/or 3, and/or 5, and/or 7, and/or 9, and/or 10 between the City of Boston and 
Browning-Ferris Industries, Inc., SCA Disposal Services of New England, Inc., 
United Contracting Company, Inc. of Boston, and Joseph ATara and Sons, Inc. 
Division of Waste Management of Massachusetts, Inc. is illegal and void. 

■ 

(4) That the Court rescind or cancel the contract which commenced on July 1, 
1974 for collection and removal of refuse in Districts IB, and/or 2, and/or 3, 
and/or 5, and/or 7, and/or 9, and/or 10 between the City of Boston and Brcwning- 
Ferris Industries, Inc., SCA Disposal Services of New England, Inc., Sanitas 
Waste Disposal of Massachusetts, Inc., United Contracting Company, Inc. of 
Boston and Joseph Araara and Sons, "inc. Division of Waste Management of Massa- 
chusetts, Inc.. 

(5) That the Court order Defendants-Kevin H. White, Joseph F. Casazza and the 
City of Boston to again advertise for bids and award the contract for oollectior 
and disposal of refuse in District IB, and/or 2, and/or 3, and/or 5, and/or 7, 
and/or 9, and/or 10 in accordance with law and Section 30 and Section 6 of 
Currently Operative Provisions of Chapter 486 of the Acts of 1909, as amended. 

(6) That the Court determine, assess and grant judgment for all costs and 
expenses against Defendants-Kevin H. White and/or Joseph F. Casazza and/or the 
City of Boston. 

(7) That the Court determine, assess and grant judgment for damages. 



' (8) 5hat the Court grant judgment for such other and further relief as this 
Court deems meet and just. 

i 

i 1 ' * 

WHEREFORE THE PIAINTIEFS EBMPND ONTER CTO3T II ; 

* 

(9) That the Court determine and assess damages and grant judgment against . 
Defendants-Frank J. Kc^orrcw and Anerico Pasquale, officers and merrfoers of 
local #379 the Teamsters Union, for wrongful interference with contractual 
relations, 

(10) That the Court determine and assess damages and grant judgment against 
Defendants-Frank J, MaMorrav and Americo Pasquale, officers and meirbers of 
Local #379 the Teamsters Union, for wrongful procurement of refusal to contract. 

(11) That the Court award damages and grant judgment for the Plaintiff, F.& R. 
Service, Inc., in the amount of Four Hundred .Thousand ($400,000.00) Dollars 
together with interest, costs and expenses against Defendants-Frank J. McMorrow 
and Americo Pasquale, officers and members of Local #379 the Teamsters Union, 
for wrongful interference with contractual relations; that the Court award 
damages and grant judgment for the Plaintiffs, Thanas A. Gillis, Gary Clark, 
Paul Arena, Donald Carpenter, Alden Cote, George E. Dyer, Jr., Bernard Peck, and 
Michael Schifone in the amount of Seventy-five Thousand ($75,000.00) Dollars 
together with interest, costs and expenses against Defendants-Frank J. Ifcttorrcw 
and Amerioo Pasquale, officers and rrerrbers of Local #379 Teamsters Union, for 
wrongful interference with contractual relations. 

' 4* 

(12) That the Court award damages and grant judgment for the Plaintiff, F.& R. 
Service, Inc. in the amount of Four Hundred Thousand ($400,000.00) Dollars 
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together with interest, costs and expenses against Defendants-Frank J. Mdforrow 
and Mexico Pasquale, officers and irerrfoers of Local #379 Teamsters Union, for 
wrongful procurement of refusal to contract; that the Court award damages and 
grant judgment for the Plaintiffs-Thomas A. Gillis, Gary Clark, Paul Arena, 
Donald Carpenter, Alden Cote, George E. Dyer, Jr., Bernard Peck, and Michael 
Schifone in the amount of Seventy-five Thousand (§75,000.00) Dollars together 

i 

with interest, costs and expenses against Defendants-Frank J. McMorra.^ and 
Americo Pasquale, rrerrfoers and officers of Local #379, Teamsters Vnicn, for 
wrongful procurement of refusal to contract. 

(13) That the Court determine and grant judgment for such other and further 
relief as to this Court deems meet and just. 



KflED THIS - Efflf OP EESPUflJRY, 1975 



William C. Roberts 
Director and Vice-President of 
F.& R. .Service, Inc. 





Thomas A. Gillis 



Paul Arena 



Gax^Clark ? 



Donald (^rpentezf ^ 
s*« cQL v^' ^ 



Alden Cote 

Jfay* £ 4h* 'A. 

George E. Dyer, Jr.. 



Bernard Peck 




Norfolk, SS. 

i > 

Then personally appeared the above named William C. .Rcberts and identified him- 
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self as aforesaid and also appeared, Thomas A. Gillis, Gary Clark, Paul Arena, 
Donald Carpenter, £lden Cote, George E. Dyer, Jr., Bernard Peck, and Michael 
Schifone all of whom on oath declared the foregoing to be their free act and 
deed, and made oath that the foregoing is a true and accurate to the best of 
their' knowledge and that those averments made on information, knowledge and 
belief, they made believing them to be true to the best of their knowledge and 
belief, 



Before me, 

NOTARY VW&Ci ^Z&r&fS. f 
Yty Conmission Expires 4&J%,+<** 



LOWEST FOUR BIDDERS AND PRICES BID " ; ; ; ; ■ "SUCCESSFUL' BIDDER AND PRICES " ' l ' , 



DISTRICT -1A 
CHARLESTON: 


Weekly Price or 


"Annual 'Price 


DISTRICT -1A / 
CHARLESTON: . 


Waste Control, Inc. 


$2,115.38 


$110,422.83 


* 


F.i R. Service, Inc. 
Kenmore Disposal 


2,423.07 . 
2,519.00 




• waste control, Inc. at $110,422,83, 
" annually. • 


Browning-Ferris Industries, Inc. 


2,885.00 






DISTRICT -IB 
BOSTON PROPER: 


Weekly Price or 


Annual Price 


DISTRICT -IB Q 
BOSTON PROPER: 


oaiucas waste disposal or 
Massachusetts, Inc. 


$12,317.30 


$642,963.06 


SCA Disposal Services of 
New England, Inc. 

Browning-Ferris Industries, Inc. 


13,441.00 
13,500.00 




Sanitas Waste Disposal of Massachusetts 

¥ i A*tAA A/A A/ 

Inc. at $729,363.06, annually. 


Stanley Roketenetz, Inc. 

, ; 


14,615.00 


- 




DISTRICT 2 
JAMAICA PLAIN: 


Weekly Price or 


Annual Price 


DISTRICT 2 ^ 
JAMAICA PLAIN: W 


New England, Inc. 


$7,243.00 

■ 


$378,084.60 




Joseph Amara and Sons, Inc., 
Division of Waste Management of 
Mass., Inc. 

United Contracting Company, Inc. 


8,000.00 
8,100.00 




Joseph Amara and Sons, Inc., Division o 
Waste Management of Massachusetts, Inc. 
at ?378,084,60 annually • 


J. F. Ryan, Co. »' 


8,375.00 







LOWEST FOUR BIDDERS AND PRICES BID 


» 

SUCCESSFUL BIDDER AND PRICES » 


)ISTRICT 3 

DORCHESTER NORTH: Weekly Price or Annual Price 


DISTRC1T 3 ' 
DORCHESTER NORTH: 


Sanltas Waste Disposal of 

Massachusetts, Inc. " $10,538,46 *" $550,107.61 

Joseph Amara and Sons, Inc. 
Division of Waste Management of 

toss., Inc. 11,848,00 618,465.60 
SCA Disposal Services of 

Sew England, Inc. 12,288.00 641,433.60 
United Contracting Co., Inc. 13,570.00 


* 1 

w 

SCA Disposal Services of New Engla 
Inc. at $618,465.50, annually. 

• 


DISTRICT 4 

BRIGHTON » Weekly Price or Annual Price 
SCA Disposal Services of 

Sew England, Inc. . $11, 078.00 $578,271.60 
J. F. Ryan Co. 11,300.00 
United Contracting Co., Inc. 11,450.00 
Browning-Ferris Industries, Inc. 12,500.00 


DISTRICT 4 
BRIGHTON: 

SCA Disposal Services of 

New England, Inc. at $578,271.60, 

annually. 

t 


DISTRICT 5 

SOUTH BOSTON: Weekly Price or Annual Price 


DISTRICT 5 . 
SOUTH BOSTON: 


Sanitas Waste Disposal of 

Massachusetts, Inc. $3,461.53 ' $180,691.87 
Stanley Roketenetz, Inc. 3,850.00 200,970.00 
SCA Disposal Services of 

Xetf England , Inc. 4,731.00 246,95.8.20 

i 


SCA Disposal Services of 

New England, Inc. at $268,558.20 

annually. 



(OVEST FOUR BIDDERS AND PRICES BID 


SUCCESSFUL BIDDER AND PRICES " ■ 


ISTRICT 5 continued. 
OUTH BOSTON: 


Weekly Price 


or 


Annual Price 


DISTRICT 5 « 
SOUTH BOSTON: 

* 
• 


nited Contracting Co. , Inc. 


$5,500.00 

tt If lr V V I VV 


- — — 


* 1 


ISTRICT 6 
EST ROXBURY: 


Weekly Price 


or 


Annual Price 


DISTRICT 6 
WEST ROXBURY: 


CA Disposal Services of 
ew England, Inc. 


■$8,948.00 




$467,085.00 


lited Contracting Co., Inc. 

iseph Amara and Sons, Inc. 
[vision of Waste Management of 
issachusetts, Inc. 


9,600.00 
9,637.00 






SCA Disposal Services of ^ 
New England, Inc. at $467,085.60 
annually. 


. F, Rvan Co. 


9.650.00 






■ 


(STRICT 7 
)RCHESTER SOUTH: 


Weekly Price 


or 


Annual Price 


DISTRICT 7 
DORCHESTER SOUTH: 

t 

United Contracting Co. , Inc. 
at $691,650.00, annually. 


mitas Waste Disposal of 
issachusetts, Inc. 

"A Disposal Services of 
iw England, Inc. 

Vim 

lited Contracting co. , Inc. 


$12,317.30 

13,250.00 
13,570.00 




$642,963.06 

691 650.00 
708,354.00 


>seph Amara and Sons, Inc. 
Lvision of Waste Management of 
issachusetts, Inc. 

i 


13,596.00 






* 



JUKI FOUR BIDDERS AND PRICES BID 


SUCCESSFUL BIDDER AND PRICES 


fDE PARK: Weekly Price or Annual Price 


UlblKlU . 1 , 

HYDE PARK: 


letto Masters, Inc. ■ •>. $7,395,98 $386,070,00 

)k Disposal Services of - 
w England, Inc. " 7,669.00 

lited Contracting Co., Inc. 7,900.00 

.& R.'Service, Inc. - 8,173.00 


* 

Ghetto Masters, Inc. at 
$386,070.15, annually, 


1ST BOSTON: Weekly Price " "or Annual Price 


EAST BOSTON: 


& R. Service, Inc. $5,192.30 $271,038.06" 
)A Disposal Services of 

;w England, Inc. 6,690.00 349,218.00 
;anley Roketenetz, Inc. 6,750.00 352,350.00 
awning-Ferris Industries, Inc. 7,850.00 409,770.00 ] 


Browning-Ferris Industries, Inc, 
at $349,218.00, annually, 






[STRICT 10 

)XBURY: Weekly Price or Annual Price 
mitas Waste Disposal of 

issachusetts, Inc. $13,461.53 1 $702,691.87 
:owning-Ferris Industries, Inc. 13,500.00 704,700.00 
)A Disposal Services of 

sw England, Inc. 14,420.00 752,754.00 
:anley Roketenetz, Inc*. 1 14,700,00 767,340.00 


DISTRICT 10 A 
R0XBURY: 

Browning-Ferris Industries, Inc. 
at $744,451.86, annually. 



! 



CONTRACTS AWARDED 

■JW M? v °? ^rrrovH the Airflrd 
W Ihj fpilomng eootrarfy to j)* |a wcrt 
fEpble buldcrs: 

j ADMIMSTUATIVi: SKIiYJCti*' 
f | OFPAlSTMKYr 

Pvrthteiny l>trhtw 

*l\muo A»**«nss Stm:M.s ano 

AuiHOYIMUI. Kot)jrNKNT - 

1 fFor fiirnMiing i»iMk- addrcs* »y«feim 
«udiov ratal dru»|tn*n1, Proposal J 15, 
to ll< lNiblin Facilities Department, 
•Martial follow*: 

E Contract for United Cantrra, Inc.. 
tft*15.?7. 

t Order* for: 

NVw Inland Film Sen Sot, Inc., 
¥1,760.9*. 

SKile SyMein* Coq nation, $l,l38w2h 
* Cinema, Inc., $1167.10. 




ftiYStctr* Ivdiv-ATK)V ICuvirvi.vr 
It* f »rn 'Mxig t*hy slcal rdi « y | ion « ni I] * 
inrnt, lVogmil 131, la th#» PuMu- F;teitr- 
tlrs Depart merit, awarded ;*a follows: 
M«wlcy\ $7,171.30, 
Arrow S?,\%l<m, Inc., $6,19«. 



fittv, *l0,t?U*gi; J* <«*f*tr>i*i iifmJ 
N*»s I nr., S6,067.20; SliKirl OT«»*t 
Associate*, $1,116.13; Smith Awn-iates 
fir., $3,m<X>; Cn W M^I^I Ifniliri 
Nt<H4y iVirporaliou, $;t,006.60; (W'nw 
JJiJhmiIcJ, J»<% $2,332.31: Walhnan 
V urnit lire Company, $2,017.20, 
*.%5i fr * fof A ' & Hwipson Company, 

On lVopo*d 101 for core and 
£»in»js!ui&s I>«H received on Item* 7 and 
SlU are* J*ii« rejected. Uetn* 5A, 6, 26, 
27, and 2$ arc being cancelled. 

For fnrn'csji'm^ f*eavy erniqvnent re- 
V^^i^nt parts lVn****! 161, to the 
"ork% Dcputm'tnl from July J, 
197.% to June 30, 17*1, inrluMw, awarded 
!o Wiu-AnnMroo;* ftnripmcnt Com- 
pany, in the amount of $10,000, 

VOC: VTKVM \|. Kotll r \i kjst 

F*< fnrnediuig vocational nnirpmrnf, 



Proposal 120, to the INiUii- Facililie* I\- 
}mrt merit, awarded as follows; 

dvilrtM'N for Bio«lfKMd-CbrreH <Vn«* 
pirn, <I8A*19*23: It**ek Ki^HKvyfty;<> Mrt * 
pin\, Inc., $26,311.00; Muckesy Awh 



ml*-*, $17,767^8; lUoM^riiiu^, Ii 
$15^21: \ t If. I>«ls <Vwn)vn>, $V/i 1$. 16; 



Custom a f . 1C»,m ff r\i v.nt 
For fu-rrtKIiIriy* riiNl,(^lM! wfiiijnnK»nL 
lVopo>.*l 113, f<> Hk? FiwHilkN 
PcVttrlrr»fT)1, awsinWl ;«s follows: 

M. D, ^lefMKi <Vjffrt]itiii) a §|f» r 8;;o.|.'5; 
'n*o <Vor&* T. Joltiisofi Comikim, §26,* 

(VHis:M ^.(ToUS CnmntK „of r-w^M^r.ijJ.i- <Wi^ a (St>i., SUM 

Iv^il^wnil^ |««IMn>^liw.^#^^Vi; OhNts f <)f t tminl Tool, $l r :y;.\7 

For furnivliN^ (H-twii.*^, lY^^.il JJj, 
In Itw Hrt« D^orlitiiMtl, an.udol fo AIU 
ltiit«l«T Own)Knj>, htt\ f mi | fir nriKMml of 

F#*r f»»rr^i»«r M\iirirnm^ |tr«i( 
m*'Hl, IVfy^j^il 171, In |».irU ntnt 
Hoiv.diiHi l>« iKiihtt^if, ,-!i\\artU^I tit 
MitMifrVtV, Jm\, in .trtHtiirit of 

'Hi*: IiM fnvn««l <m I inn ^ 
rrj« i in I, 



flttsincss l J y(nij *ncnt (Viriior;t1ir»ri a 
WMK * 

tOriU"r* for Tlrt Dtmd (V^rnivinv. Ji«- 

No tiU were rtxxnvH on Ifrrri 2(>. 
►iKr*\*e»^ol *m I ten** I ami ') nrr U fc m^ 
ei<x:I^L 

For furnishing Ma I ^w^»Tw*» p I Vit- 

O^M, to Hie varkurv rit\ <l**t»rirt»i*<ttU 
Vt»m Aj*JI IS, I97S, ii» iliiic ivti, 

<VmtiA4tH f«* Jan«^ r |\ '|o\\hJ|| rj«n* 
«any f Inc., $1 MN^S J: M.uirri\ M rt * 
kwi«'r> ( $11,106.(1:!: Ho,\l>^' ( a DivVion 
f til ton HtiM'iwssSjvlMiis, $V,676,» 
Hull IVn <Vwn^iti\, $vt6l.tK»; 
l(ile>| Ctrfioti ttiyt UiI4on M.*UMir.iriu/iri^ 
Vvporatrwi, $1,19 1 JO. 
OnI«x f<* K 1v. i\Tur;m <V>ni]\iri\, 
O)f|ior*tinti, S97J.K); 

Ao lil* werv mn»i\ ol oo tlem l i. HiU 
Lxweil or i flnn> 7, 13, mi* I $0 

Scitoou Fi'nNtMiiNm 
F»jr Ki^Ikh 1 1 «*t Sr(»o.jJ furnKfiti^ 
iruklnftf 4-orft arwl *}«v ^J furnKfiir^H for 
in vtrrafviUry m fi*»ol, awnjr<J«l folSrw<* 
tV^ttracl* for "l lw (mmktuI Fk*^>rtw4ii^; 
of»iuny, ?A9A'{i/*0; M. |trown, Jn<-,, 
17,711.6.7; Atnlrew Witsoti <4vniiuiri\, 
li,9a'M>I; Ivlneat»frti.tl IrMalUlvn^ 
k*^ $IJ,6I?.90; An#rran S'atKi« <V>nt- 



For Cuff^lu'tu rmvMtion >ii)vj4«-»*, IVo- 

lV|urlin<'nl, l<> llditvi «f SjnjrU p 

ii t 1 1 «• ;u iy/i i r 1 1. of >. t, 170. 

Onlrrs fur FI^Ikhi^*, iim\ 9 ¥J r *2*». 

JSrK rmiml #m 1 1 mis 7 f «, y, a^l I<> 
aire r»*j«vl«l< 

, Mo»u>: 

Fur fumpJiHC imAnU" r.*I»r>, IV^««s;U 
IrV!. I<i flvn FuMit' \Vi<fU J>qMflr/*mt, 
aw,iifi«<ft to M«loif4j, U»\, h* nnoount 

Qf»V<*>. 

Fi « k Fi*;j in \ « Si wui i> 
For furnrJui^ tit? Mi'Ii^ ^]>|)iws, 
IVujm^iJ |3 | f i„ Km .Fire iVjKirtwnt, 
crwitr^l «\\.inU^l lo^irfiam l^ke F^iu!^- 
nwnt r«ri))Kiii>, ^o,*20.69, ai>l <*Ji.ir^ 
II. Cbi^tj^rt> <2om|Mity, ii^, ^2,HX20. 
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Order* for AnKTK«u Firo ^fitimvtit 
Company, Inc., $365. 

TYHCwnirnt* 
For furmKbuv: >*loetrifl U^ m 

writers 1Vo)>ohjI 133, to t\*i VM^ 
iMftmenf, «w:»r«Je»l to l.&.M. (x/rpor»- 
1 ion, in tl>o An»oi4 n t of $ J 0, >22. 

Ovm\ami/m Kr/DirveNT 
For furnislitn^ ^>inn;r*ium ernj!i>meriL 
Tro^l 161, to tM FuUie FaeilitU I) C I 
jvirtment, aw^rAvI to 1 4*1* ire Ucsourec^ 
Irtc., $20,322, «ikI» Arrow t?y$teoi, la<; P , 
$3,930. . ' 

For furnWiins www aixl e^ 
fine?*, Propov^l |6», to lf«? l^rU nmj 
' uecreAtion Drj>trtment, awarfte4 to Saw- 
Jrile Hrother^ inc., $33,136.75, */k! Tl* 
Uji^ Company, $3,291.80. 

CATV SYJtTfcM 
Kor furnnJfi&ng CATV raWc oomrounK. 
cations s^teni, lVop0M.1l to tlw 

FoJjco Dep-irt mcnt, awarded to l^le, Iikt., 
in the ainounl of $39,631.18. 

LviiOtt\To»\ Animaus 
For fiirriK!tii»^ laboralory nntrn^K 
lVojKW,tl(y8a, ioUicDcftartmetHnf JfcMlih 
sntd WoH"t*fcs nwArderl to I'Jm Hill 
IVecxIjfg lialioratory, ix\ live «n»ount of 
$1 1,130. 

iN o Iwk \i en? received on I tew* 1 arrl 2. 

SmKfiNO ami l>rfYp*i\a Mm^iM. 

For fnrncJinv; retlective »heelH^ «nd 
lettering irulorud, lVo|iON.d »r^, to tne 
Tt&tV*r aiKl lV»rI,iiC IXi virltrkent, awarded 
to Minnesota Miiiiit^and AUiujr.K'turiox 
<Vx»>|on>, in the anionnt of $38*33^176. 

For fiirnWiitiff AwnjKiet kit<h<-ji unit?, * 
iVofvi^l 006, to tt«* \Wl\ an.1 itecreatk>n 
l>c|i.>rlriw-ril t uw»rtU*i| Ut WifJiam D^vJc* 
<"o., li»\, in Hie afiwMint of $6,27", 

Hi«mn»v^ F<*nM.> 

For furntsftiiw <*onlinw«c* ^u<J »naj«ont 
Ut>Hi«^ tour*. iVt^rcxd 0% to the 
variom city il**iwrtments Co<Hrw;t 
awardol V* A Toon* lUoim-Ns Foriw, inc., 
in the *n*c*ml of $ia,3V0-30. 

Orders for At Untie B urines* Form* 
i V*itt»;iny, in tfie anioont of $756; and 
Statistical Htseurch, in tin* aratouut of 
$3<H. 

C«»MM|'Mf'^TIO^ 1 VQUI I'M LNT 

For ftirnWiioir OMnmwnicaticrtw oint- 
ment. IVop^d 071, to U»« Folicc Dei>*rt* 
nient, aw.»rdoi to tit-rK-ral lClettrk: 
<V«n]iany, MoImI lWio Oepartrucnt, in 
Utc aiwMint of * t6,377.23. 

CwT-IroN Castings 
1 For furnkhiru c^l^ron cnlinx*. Fro- 
iK^al Ml% to t\to Water Divt^on of the 
ruWie. Work* Dq<artrnexU. awards! to 
Muflkijfcd Services Inc., in the antonnt 
of !?25^JO<). 

No 1*1* »ero received on Item* I and 1. 
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* Hepa]** t/> Tim* .ani> Time* 
iVot misMlancons repair* to tire* and 
tuhes awarded to Carkon Tiff? Company, 
Inc., in t?»e amount of $12,471. 

Rai>xo Repairs 
For miscellaneous repairs lo two-way 
radio* in l*uWie Work* Department 
vehk-tea awarded to Kleetroeom Corpora- 
tion, in the amount of $3.0 10, 

Automotive Repuiv* 
For miscellaneous reiiairs to Ford 

gissengcr car? and truck*, awarded to 
ote Motor Company, Inc.. in the amount 
of $30/100. 

For mSseellancoi** repair* to VMtc 
Works Department passenger car and 
truck vprwvfS awarded to Arcancl Sale* 
and Service. Inc., In the amount of 
$10,925. 

Removal or Residue 
For remov in;? and hauling of ineineritor 
residue from tin* South Hay Enc intra tor 
yard, awarded to SG\ Disposal Service* 
f»f New Kn&tand, Inc. in tlie amount of 
$U3 f i00, 

Retkactoiues Repaiiu* 
For making repairs to furnace com- 
Uistion cbaml<r and other refractories at 
South Hay incinerator, RoxUiry, awarded 
to Kastern Refractories Company, Inc., 
in the amount of $17,538.20. 

KmEAGENCY KxCAVVTlONS 

For emergency excavations for repair* 
and replacement of water services and 
structures and other incidental work, in 
Area h awarded to John J. Appel, in tlic 
amount of $$2,7&5. 

Disposal of Abandoned VEHICLES 
For renwval and disposal of al>andoned 
vehicles, awarder! lo H,\de Park \uU* 
Replacement Fart* Company, Inc.. In the 
aniount of $2 per vehkle. total not to 
exceed $5,O0o. 

Contain emzgd Service 

For furmshinfc conUinerUcd service for 
clean-up campaign, awarded to Sanita* 
Waste Disposal of Massachusetts, Inc., 
in the amount of $13,337.50. 

Mechanical Equipment Repaim 
For making repairs on exiting me- 
chanical equipment, at the South Bay in- 
cinerator, awarded to J. A. Sullivan Cor- 
poration, in the amount of ,$39£80. 

Removal or Retuse 
For collecting and removing rcf»**e in 
District 8. Hyde IVk. for the wjriod 
July 1, 1974, to June 30, 1975. awarded to 
Ghetto Master*. Inc., in the amount of 
$380,070.15. 

For collecting and removing refuse, in 
various district* of the .city, for the 
period July 1, 197*, to June 30, 1975, 
awarded as follows; 

District 1A. Charlcstown, Waste Con- 
trol. Inc., $110,122.83; District IB, Boston 
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roper, Sanitas Waste Disposal of Ma;*., 
Inc., $729,36.W>; District I. Brighton, 
SCA Disposal Services of New Kngland, 
Inc.. $578,271,60; and District 6. West 
Roxlmry, SCA DKposjil Services of New 
Inland. Inc., $167.(Wt5.60. 

RlvM, PROPERTY DEPARTMENT 

W\TE* TREATMENT CONTROL 

For water treatment control, Boston 
City IfaTl, awanfad to Ha relay r.hemieal 
Company, Inc., in I he sum of $5.JS.#u. 

Work Uniform* and Mops 
For furnishing work uniform* and dry 
mot* on rental ser\i»*e (<*t Boston Citv 
Hall, muntojvil building*, and district 
courts * wanted to Interstate Uniform 
Scrvw-cs Corporation, in tl*e amount of 
$3,060, 

^ Bekv^e Sevier. 

Fur providing refuse sersiee, in*\\*\U\£ 
instalJinj*. serva'iiv:. rmplyit^; tlie con* 
tents of the refuse dlsjios.d unit nt Rtwion 
City Hall, av^anlerl to Sanit.ts Winte 
DiNi^ml of Maw., in*\, in ll»<? amount of 



SCHOOL DI^AKTMFAT 
Fink Akts SvmjKs 
For (Ine art* supplies, awarded to Pep- 
r¥*rcll RraHing ComfVuiy, in Uie amount 
of $5,007.52, 

Fine and Inoitstwal Aars Sin^ruros 
For fine arts and industrial arts supplies, 
awarded to Cliildcraft l^diicalion, in the 
amount of $2,19 k72, 

For fine arts and irvlttstrial HrtSMtj^JK^, 
awanlod to J. U Hanunett, U\ the amount 
of $81,936.40, 109 items. 

For fine arts ami industrial arU suprrfics, 
awarded to Modern Scliool SupiJy, in the 
amount of $5,il7.2K fourteen items. 

For fiivj arts and industrial arts supi>lies, 
awarded to II. S. Wolkins in tlve amount 
of $9M19.22, twenty-ciglit items. 

Papeh 1'!w>£>ucts 
For mpcr towefc and toilet paper, 
awarded to Gin^burg Rrothers, in the 
amount of $11,990. 

La&ohatoay SurPLJES 
For laboratory supplies and equipment, 
awarded to Kenneth A. Dawson, in the 
amount of $1,020. 

For laboratory supplies and equipment, 
awanicd to S-wnce Kit, in the amount of 
$2,901.5$. forly*t!iree groups. 

CoaauGATED Cartons 
For new corrugated cartons, awarded 
to Homanow, Inc., in the amount of 
$2,509. 

Avwo- Visual M\Tivanut 
For audio-visual tools, Cifuioincut And 
materUK awarded to 1 1 Li luiucational 
Systems, Inc., in the amount of $15,- 
215.40, Uiree ite^tts. 



School and Omen Swruw 
For general srliool and oOlce supplW, 
a wan ted to A, B. Dick, in the amount of 
$5.07045, seven items. 

Motok Vehicles 
For motor velijclcs. awarded lo iVcsi- 
rlent Cfvevrolcl. in the amount of $18,217, 
four item*. 

Ft* mow vehicle*, awsrdcl to Inter- 
na l!on;it llarvoter. in lite amount of 
S7/tf3.20. 

For iiWUk \ehhlcs, awanlffi to CotO 
MoU^s, in ttte amount of $7,550. 

For |*rintiry< |*ot^ecdirvr* of the School 
Ominiittee, awarded to I'We (Iraphics. 
lr«%, in Uto ii^voximatc auvount of 
$«Jtt5, 

l a *u.vAmn S^v«*>i 
furnivltlt^r elevator inspection, 
tiKuntenairt-e. »i»d tesU os\ various ete* 
\atfirs in various m IkjuIs. f<«r \U*s [tei>»l 
Uymtiinrf July 1, 1771, .uvrl endinz June 
:st», 1975. awards I to \ortTK'.«st KlvwUor 
<\iuiipui> t in Hie unKMint of $6/>6^>. 

lv\TEnwk« FuNriNG 
For tfie extiT»or pa in tin/ at tl»e David 
U Barrett Scltool. awarded to Calts 
i'ainttn^ an*l Decorating, Inc., in tliC 
amoiMitof $2.9iI0. 

Fike I>am\cr Ret AIM 
For (ire darnaite re^iirs at tltes Solomon 
Lewenl»erg Junior Hufh School, awarded 
to U & K Construction Co., Inc., in tl*e 
amount of $68>,77t. 

Shop SirppuEs and ICquipment 
For sl*op Mip|4icK and c^iuipmcnt, 
awarded to L>nn Hardware, in the 
amount of $7,725. 13, fo^irteen {troups. 

For ^l«>t» sui*|>I*es an<l e>pnjwnenf, 
awarded to North Slwwe Hardware, in the 
amount of $lt ( l37.lO, twenty-^even 
groups. 

For shop supplies and equipment. 
awarde<i to Could Industrial Su i« 
the amount of $35,133.13. twenty*nine 
group*. 

For *l*op sti^ie* anil equipment, 
awarded to Brodftead Garrett, in the 
amount of $2,012.93, six groups* 

For football and soccer uniforms and 
supplies awarded to >Mu*in»ky\ in the 
amcaint of $8,190.55, ten item*. 

For football and soccer uniform* and 
supi>lics, awanle*! to Holovak an^l Cou^h- 
tln, in tl*e amount of $10,152.26, twenty- 
four items. 

Materials \\h\ Faojixtom 

For materials ff>r ovcrhea<l t»roiectors, 
awarded to Ardmote Distributors, in th« 
amount of $3,120.93, three items. 
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r» l«ehVvcd tlwt puMie. advertising vcmM 
ser\o no useful purpose. 

Respectfully, 

Honicnt J. Vny, 
Director, 

PUBLIC WOUKS nKPAUTMKNT 

COMXXTINO AND HkMOVINC U»W 

Df.An Mr. AUvoa: 

Yonr aj»provAl is reject fully requested 
lo r^jee^ «U 1>*J* for collecting and re- 
moving refir«^ ? to dispense with further 
puWic advertising, and to award con-* 
tracts lo other t!um the low bidder in 11*0 
*i« districts set forth below, fn lb* five 
other districts, by separate teller, i am 
reccyrnmeriding award* of contra* ta lo ilic 
low !>iddcr. 

TIte work to lie done nn<ler the?* con- 
tract* i* for the period Ju-Iy J. IV7I. to 
June 3<>, 19*5, with options for ,i >e«o»d« 
and third-year contract if the city so 
elect*. Proposal* were received on Ma> 
3. 1971. May*!, W».ftudMu> 29. l°7*. 
after r^ddic advertising in tl*c <7* V />ovf/, 
April 22. 1971, And May 13, 197 h 

District 2. Jamaica Plain. contractor, 
Joseph Amara and Son*. Inc., Division of 
Waste Management of Mass.. Inf,,2t*> 
Province Street. Hyde Park, Mass,, 
price per year, $378,0*1.60. 

In order to pro\klc continuity of good 
service. I am recommending liie. award of 
a contract at the low J>5d price, in U»c 
Jamaica I lain district to Joseph Amara 
and Sons, Inc., Division of Waste Manage- 
ment, Inc. of Mass., tlie second I wider, 
who. has performed the work Sn'thU dis- 
trict h» u most satisfactory manner for 
many years. 

District 3, l>orcheslcr North, eon- 
tractor, SCA Deposal Sen ices of i\cw 
Kngland. Inc. 1 1" Hrookline Avenue, 
I tost on, !\ lass., pi in* per > ear, S-6 1 8 f 1 65.50, 
In ortler to provide eonl bully of good 
sen See* 1 am rwmmend ingll»e aw art 1 of a 
control at ll* second (rt-^Ws jwkv lo 
S<!A l>^|*isal Ser\k**s of New Inland, 
Inc., tl»e third bidder, who Iws i^oimed 
. the work m this district in a mcist satis- 
factory manner ft* inant year*, Tliclow 
I* Her. Smiths Waste l)isj>os.d of Mass., 
lnc,,'t* l* k t»g lecorn met* led f*>r the award 
of n contra* I in tlie < aty IVofrr district, 
nnd it nut rn> intent ioai to rmwnmend 
ll»eir |ieir#awar(lcde**ilr»rl* in an> other 
dislrkt. Tlw M-cond I*M<r, .bisect 
Ainaia m*l S*k, Inc., DMsion of Waste 
Management of Mass., i* i^ing recom- 
mend**! ft* tfje awartl *f « nmlr.*'l in lh*» 
Jautak-.i Pl.ii» «lrari»l. ai**l it is not n»> 
inteiitMMi to rwxmiiiMtwt tl»<*ir U^itt 
a«#ntnl 2i o»ntri«t i« a»> olUr «lrslrii>l, 
DKtriet 5, Smth l?o*f«i«. rmdr.Mlrrf, 
S<".A D^imkiI S**r\K^-» <^f Nr\% Ivi^Uivl, 
Im%. J Ml lta»A!'KM- A\<-i«ie i Pxist««t t 

"I1*r low lnd<W. SftnitwiWi^lf 1 |)ts|«^d 
<>f Mksk., rmwniri^iwUnl IW 

tt^uwunlofniXMit rutin llieCit> Prm»f 
ilrdrkt, «tHt it K tuti my intuit**! to 
mxatiiikriMl tr^r U h*C nwynU>l *«Hiti-,M.U 
in «it> other district. '1*1^ se<v)ml f Alitor, 



Stanley Hoketenet/, Inc., has requested 
r»efinisvUw» lo witivttraw Uh hnj «»< fds Iwi 
twice was in error. Tin- third I^Ulcr. 
SCA Disposal Services of N. 11, Inc., is 
recommended for ti»e award of the con* 
tract at llieir I«d price. 

Distra-t 7. Dorcl»e>tcr Sotith. eon- 
tractor. United Ccjntraetinjs: Compktny, 
Ine, of lloslon. ItU I>orcticster Avenue. 
Docclwster, Mass., price |^r >v.ir, 

TI*C tow hid*Ier, Sanitaa Waste Dis- 
positl of Afass., Inc.. is U*in£ recom* 
mended for the ww^nl of tt crxi tract in the 
City Projvr dtslriet, m*l il is tw>t my iu- 
tenlion lorecociioteiwt t!t(*tr \f'u^ awunled 
<x>ntruct* in suiy otlu^r dvdriet. Tlw 
^ecorwl ImkWt. M*\ DW«i«d Ser\ wes of 
j\, 11, Jim\, U«s l-esn iwxjinnwiKie*! f*rf 
iJic award of ccmtracU in ft^if oltwf •! t<- 
t^ii'ts, ami il is not my iitlcntitwt tor^^Ofif 
riondtheawardoffwtdilioiwl w<mk lot hat 
tirrn. Tlie thirtl ImiIW. thilted C^or*- 
I rafting <iomp;niy, Iik*. of Jk^tor*. has 
Informed ttw* wiwk ui Utis dtstricl for 
i ian> jkcar* *n a n^x4 s.*tisfa^tiv> manner 
itxl h'vs a«m>l In iKtvpt a nwdriu l at 
ih^MXttfwl ItitderV fwiri*. 

DKlrttl 0, llivl I^osttiii. fontraclnr. 
l?r»wn*ng- Ferris liMhiSirics. Inf. 
ILdlel Nieel. I>«jvl*e*der. Mass., J*i«v 
l^-r >wr.X;t9^llC 

Ttwi trtv Ulder. I* At It Ser\av, In<%, 
is not U'intf rroommeiMUxl f<# tlu' »w.»rdof 
a rontr.wt lmiN»<»f n union in \(4\ement 
I ha I [voIkiUv p wiMdd t t^sidt In a Mrike or 
\\<»k jUr^kige in itll other iic*lr«'ts of I he 
eit>: w»* hase weiwl infornMlk« 
iniestionwig their {icrfurinartce uwU*r ttiWr 
contract for co!J« 4 tin^ fr^rU^gC in a ne«h- 
hrxin^ oviununUy. After <x«*sideraljlc 
* WJiUT.it k>n 1 am reitwniiwMtdit^g^ the 
awartl of this contract to Itrownu^-rVrrH 
fn<iirilrii% at llw^ ^ftcf**d latklcr** 

pri^v. 

Dtstrkt 10, ItoxUiry, contractor, 
Ih'ownritg-KerrU Itwlu^trw'S (no. 100 |[,d« 
let Strwt. DorrlceMer. Mass., prit*e p* fc r 

'Hte tow lwf<W, S.m it;is Waste Dis- 
iirKsal of M«4sx« Inc., is U4ng rnDunnended 
n* I lie award of the <t>ntr.Ht in tii« City 
I'oiM-r d*c*lri>'t. ;uwi it r* t*>t my intrtition 
hi rmnnniend llwir U*ing mwiioUxI vojh 
I™ t* in any oltier di>!r« I. 'I Ih* seooixl 
holder, UjowrtUitf-t'rtris linhiNtri^s, Im%, 
\b,vs |HYf«inne«l Hip ^»»rk in the ftoxbury 
dKtrM l iua hkM s.itisf.M'l(M , > manner f*< 
u»r>n> >eart. ftinl ha-* agre^l to »or<>pt tlw? 
< onli.w' I al lh<« i»»W Udder's price. 

A want ins: ilw* rWns** con true Is wsrc^XMn- 
mewled resnll In a *Uxrca>e in total 
*\ist* of 7;>«» |**r >ear. f*»r tV7t* : *. 
Mow !h<* »>M *»f the sairw; s**rvk>? iiiil ill 
l^7l#. This ha* re^ul I rd from nifjre com« 
(■ k titi\e t»ildi*tgsiod a tUx ffir^- hi rued* l>Y 
llv eliinHMlifiii of Itie M^vir.ttr gaiU^g«f 
i.itlci tiiMi, y,W» U f*ci<jrt nxire ttoi offwfl 
f Ik* mm«%*v in laU* nod Of«*raliiH? c»)sts 
o\cr the \uv*l Hui-n >ear%- In m> opink>n, 
aw.-irdUig llie contrails »h rmw iiiimik led 
\\i]in*suil in inaiuIniaiM^of th«* lii^h l^el 
of iM*rformance p#rvk*r4y provi«hx| hy 
llm srrvi*v *o*l th»* citconrag<'riu L iit of as 
much diversity wod comp<*litiofi in llws 
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Ixxstncss as possll^e. Thcso recommerwla* 
lion* wre tticrefore in the Jx*t interest of 
the city. 

Uespcctfully. 
Josmt l\ Casama. 
Commhiitmrr oj Public U'w^r, 

m\u pnoPKivrv dbpartmkxt 

Parkman Housis 

Dkar Ma^oh Wimtki 

\wr )iermibsaoti i* reffuesle<l to award 
a contract without adverting to the , 
rtoston Found a lion for tl">^ care p <t<Wu#, 
Simrity, o\rr.iti(tfV KO\is*wis, mid 
i^rKeA relaling to th« function of 1h»* 
Park man Ifonso at .V* Beacon Street, 

<r;\en lo tf>o city in 19^7 by tlie Park- 
tuan family, tl«* i*arkman Uoiise h*e* 
ranttl) luru'lergone a major rcsloratio**. in 
anticipation of tlie hieentcnni.d, and is 
rmw fiju tionlng |jot ii rw n reee)>tW»i center 
and as a center for urUm nlTair^. The 
resloi'atioii Was carefully jJaruierl to 
a<'COt(Urnwlatei a variety of ie*es for tU* 
Uiildii«C. Tib* (ir^l. two floor*, which are 
used f<»r leivptkrtis, dining arvd coii-* 
ferertt^- itaMitff nw<leri( fuiKtion;d 
furniture with some of the finest antknK-s 
on lain from lite Museum of Kine Arts and 
private indivkluaK Tlx* Mcofime* on tlio 
third Iloor will e\lend tf»o ,ho5.pitA]ily of 
lk^ton to many of Hre ilrdttoru^heil 
guests of t lie city, arxl the fourth tk»r two- 
vkleH oflk^e sp.»ei* for lite Parkman Center 
for Urban Affairs. One ^ of the rnaior 
ohje<-ti\es of tfie wnler Js to assist llws 
City of ltoston and ot tier metropolitan 
areas in improving ttteir ^vernmental 
structures and policies.. To I his cwl ll* 
center will sponsor intercity semmars 
where officials will meet to excliange 
experiences sirwl ktCiVi on specific city 
l»r<4^ems, ur»rlerlake research Indies. 
cstaUKh an intern program, and create 
j*jjicy t.*sk for<ies to improve relates 
wilh Uteir stale governments aiwl Hie 
fetleral governrn<*nt t at a tin>e wlieu therv 
is dlminisliin^ national otfu'^n with 
tirUui priori tk-s. 

I l»elieve it will l>e mow ecwjomical to 
lu%« li\ e-iu l*<*rp to insure gc**l care of tt*e 
Ikmisc and iwovkle contiatKMin xvurlt> 
rather tlwn to hire a lliree-stutt s<\-urit> 
fnrce. In ^ Hit ion, fi\<vin Iw^lp is itenlexl 
(<X tl»e a*XXXnn«xUt k>n of distingurdml 
overii'iucht giiOts, a facility I lie fit j h.ts h,«| 
to pay for at lioteK 

In \k'W of tlie s)m^ wI nature of tlte 
Uiikluig aj«l its mult ipnr|tose irs»% 1 have 
ttetermined that I lie Itosttwi Jr cm tula I ami 
is ihe most S4titalile entity lo t**rft»rm the 
M-rvkw descril*ed uUi\e, ai«| IIial p*iUw: 
divert isii^g Wfjuld not i>e nscfid In thU 
instance. 

Tin" term of Ihts contra<-t will lw from 
July I, 197 K to June *>0, 1975, and the 
total amount will not eweed $.'U,1 12. 
Very truly >ours # 

lu> w \nn J . K i-us n i-ai v, 
A iststarU ( i«w tn h$iwt\ 

<<4M»llAMr<l mi **r\l t*€*) 



AGREEMENT 



This AGRBEMEOT aado and entered into this 10th day of January, 1974, 
~by and between the P & 8. Service Inc*, located at 12c Washington Street, 
Uellesley, Massachusetts, (hereinafter referred to ao tho "Company"), 
{ and tho United Stoclworfccrs'of America, APL-dO-CLC, (hereinafter 
| referred to as the "Union"), ia behalf of Local Union 13974. 

| That in consideration of the mutual and reciprocal promises of tho 

parties hereto, the parties covenant and agree ao follows: 

ARTICLE I 
Recognition 

j Section 1. The Conpany recognises the Union as tho sole and exclusive 
j collective bargaining agent for purposes of collective bargaining in 

regards to wages, 'hours, and other tcras of conditions of cnployxacnt for 

all its employees to whoa this Agreement applies* 

ARTICLE IX 
Union Shop 

Section 1* It shall be a condition of eaployraent that all employees 
of the Employer covered by this Agreement who are Be&bore of the Union 
in good standing on the effective or execution date of this Agreement, 
whichever is the later, shall rcnain ue&bers in good standing and those 
who are not uc&bcrs on tha affective or execution date of this Agreement, 
| whichever is the later, shall on the thirtieth day following the effective 

I or execution date of this Agreement, whichever is the later, become end 
rea&in uesabors in good standing in the Union* It shall also be a condi- 
r tion of employment that all iseabers covered by this Agreement and hired 
j on or after its affective or execution date, whichever is the later, shall 
j on the thirtieth day following the. beginning of such eaploytnent become and 
I reraain Keabcrs in good standing in the Union* 



ARTICLE III 
Payroll Deduction 



f 



ARTICLE V 
Vacatlono 

Section 1* • Employees after one (1) year of continuous service will bo 
entitled to one (1) weeks* vacation* 

Section 2. Employees after three (3) years of continuous service will 
be entitled to two (2) weeks vacation* 

ARTICLE VI 
Jury Duty 

Section 1. Make up wages or salary will be paid to eligible employees 
while absent froa work for Jury Duty* * 

ARTICLE VII 
Funeral Leave 

| Section 1. In the event of death of a tacrabcr of the innjediate fawily 
of an caployee, the Company will grant each employee three (3) days 
funeral leave up to and including the day of the funeral* 



ARTICLE VIII 
Holidays 



Section 1. All employees subject to this Agreement, shall receive 
normal straight time compensation for all Legal Holidays proclaincd by 
i the State* * 

ARTICLE IX , | 

Grievance Procedure J 

Section I. Should any dispute arise between the Company and the Union - : 

or its racmbers concerning this Agreement the dispute shall be settled in | 

the following manner: J 

| First: Between the aggrieved employee and the Company # s supervisor \ 

J of the Department* \ 

\ \ 

j Second: Between the aggrieved csaployec, the Company's supervisor of ] 

the Dapartment, at this step a Representative of the Inter- \ 



f 



ARTICLE XIII 
Assignability 



Section 1. In case of a sale of all or a substantial part of the 
Company's property, the Cotapany agrees to use its best efforts to require 
such new Company to assume this Agreement to the fullest extent possible. 

ARTICLE XIV 
Duration of Agreement 

This AGREEMENT shall continue in full force and effect until January 15, 
1977 and thereafter frota year to year, provided however, that either party 
may terminate the same upon giving sixty (60) days written notice to the 
other of Its intention to do so, provided the termination is not prior to 
January 15, 1977. 

On January 15, 1976 SCHEDULE A - Wage Rates nay be reopened for renego- 
tiation by either party upon giving the other party sixty (60) days written 
notice of its intention to do so prior to January 15, 1976. 



P & R SSRYICfi Tttfl 



UNITED STEELWORKS RS OF AMERICA 



. - WAGES 

•M MP 4MB MM 

" " - SCHEDULE, A 

HI j I III I II II B II I 

WAGS RATES EFFECTIVE JANUARY 15, 1974 

LABORER t The Starting Rate shall be $160,00 per week with an additional 
$5,00 per week Increase every six (6) months until the Rate of 
$180.00 per week Is reached, * 

TRUCK DRIVERS - The Starting Rate shall be $180.00 per week with an addi- 
tional $5.00 per week increase every six (6) months until 
the Rate of $200.00 per week is reached. 



GARBAGE & 
RUBBISH COLLECTORS - 



The Starting Rate shall be $160,00 per week with an - 
additional $5,00 per week Increase every six (6) ctonths 
until the Rate of $190,00 per week it* reached. 



SCHEDULE B 

As of July 15. 1974 any caployces working the Metropolitan Boston Area, a 

supplement Wage Scale will be in effect. The Metropolitan Boston Area shall 

include oil Districts in the Boston Area that are open to competitive bidding 
for Rubbish and Garbage Rcnoval. Wage determination shall be wages now in 

effect under the Service Contract Act. Wages for the Metropolitan Boston 
Area will be - 



TRUCK DRIVER CHAUFFEUR - $6.00 per hr. 
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CQtfflEAIffH OF MASSACHUSETTS _ 



NORFOLK, SS. SUPERIOR COURT 

DOCKET NO. 



F.& R. SERVICE, INC., THOMAS A. GILLIS, 
GARY CLARK, PAUL ARENA, DONALD CARPENTER, 
AtDEN CODS, GEORGE E. DYEP, JR., BERNARD 
PECK AND MICHAEL SCKOTB 

Plaintiffs 

VS. 



nam h. white, Joseph f. casazza, cm 

OF BOSTON, FRANK J. McHSKW, AMSRICO PASQUALE, 
SCA DISPOSAL SERVICES OF NEW ENGLAND, INC. , 
BKMING-FERRIS INDUSTRIES, INC., MAS 
ME DISPOSAL OF MASSACHUSETTS, INC. , UNITED 

ccwiRAcriNG mm, inc. of boston, Joseph 

AMARA AND SCNS, INC. , DIVISION OF WASTE 

immm of Massachusetts, inc. 

Defendants 



COMPLAINT 



Thcfies C. O'Keefe III 
43 Main Street and 
Natick, Massachusetts 
01760 

655-5475 



Charles J. Artesani, Jr. 
375 taowealth Avenue 
Boston, Massachusetts 
02115 

266-2900 



OPTIONAL FORM NO. I© 

JULY 1*73 COITION 

OA fFMK Ml CTftl 101 •] l.« 



UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 

Memorandum 



TO = S A C 



(92-2202) 



date: 5/9/77 



FROM :. SUPV. JAMES F. SCANLAN, JR 



SUBJECT: KEVIN H. WHITE; S I 
AR - HOBBS ACT 



be 

b7C 



In view of the publicity afforded this matter, 
this file has been reviewed and the following is a 
summary of action taken: * 

On 2/12/75 this matter was referred to this 
office by the Office of the USA based on a copy of a 
memo dated 10/23/74. This memo was directed to the 
Fraudulent Section of the Criminal Division re materia l 
presented to SEC and* USA/ SDNY # by I L 

The material in question was revie wed and the 
relevant parts con cerned! an all egation that l I 
accompanied bvone f | went to the Office of 

Mayor KEVIN WHITE and\made a $10,000 "payoff ; no further e 
elabora tion in these records. This document spelled &Ut% that 
I I characterized the payment of the $10,000 as a 

political contribution and not a .payoff. 

Accord ing to this memo, it was at tributed to 

SEC that ] I controlled a .company called f 1 

a subsidiary of SANITAS and SANITAS would issue checks to 
I ~[ these payments allegedly being used to 

make payoffs. 



b6 
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in this memo, 



] told the AUSA, SDNY, he 



had paid $10,00 to Mayor WHITE and also made a payment 
of stock to the [ ~ 



I ~ lf*Afir;yitWl fhfi payment-.- to WHTTR afi a campaign 

contribution and attributed to WHITE a comment to the^effect, 
"He had been having trouble with some of the other boys". 
This contribution and* comment allegedly occurred' in earlv 
fall 19 71 when W HITE was running for re-election, 
advised I 



| was present with him when the contribution 




was made . 
JFSrgm 




Buy U.S. Savings Bonds Regularly on the Payroll Savings Plan 




BS 92-2202 

The memo indicated the payment of stock to 

I I was because S ANITAS had a cleaning contract 

for buildings in the State of Mass.. The stock was in 

Reclamatio ns Systems, Inc. and was transferred on 

9/28/70 to I I a nominee' designated by I I 

In this regard, I T was declared legally incompetent 

because of senility. 

* 

I \ stated he made the $10,000 contribution 

in two installments, one some time prior to i the Primary 
(9/14/71) and the other subse quent to the Primary but 
before the general election. I I sta tes I I gave 

Mayor WHITE an envelope with $5,000 with I | present on 

both occasion s. | | also stated that in about February, 

1972, 1 l had a meeting with other contractors relative 

to spl itting up areas and the prices to be bid for the 
areas. I iclaim ed to have attended this meeting with. 

I I denies ' ever having attended any such 

meeting .or even knowing about it.; 

I | described t he payme nt to 

Mayor WHITE as political c ontributi ons. I j describes 
his stock transaction with I l as being strictly 

voluntary and done to solidify himself wit h| | 

nothing being asked by I 1 stating it 

was, not a payoff. 



, when initially interviewed, said he 

had no independent recollection of accompanying I I 
to WHITE'S office; however, he would not deny it stating 
he just didn't have any independent recollection. He 
stated he feels I I would have made the payments to 

WHITE rather than himself. 

On rein terview, I 1 said he went the first 

time wit fl ~~[ to the Office of Mayor WHITE but not the 
second time and he has ho recollection of any conversation 
by WHITE when the contribution was made re other contractors 
He also claims I ~l made the payment. 

I | stated that in connection with the 

contract for 1972 he added an extra $150,000 over what 
the bid should have been. However , 1 I denies any 

knowledge of the $150,000 stating he prepared the bid. 



h6 
hlC 



be 

hlC 
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I I states that the contribution^ to WHITE > 

was* made after conversation he had with Attorney I I 
wherein he told I p f h is intent ion to make a contribu- 
tion to the Mayor whereas I I states he was summoned 
to the Off ice of Mayor WHITE,, at which time the Mayor 
advised he needed money and asked for "ten big ones". 

Records re campaign contributions for the Primary 
were reviewed a nd there was no ind ication of any contribution 
attributable to I ~L The contribution records 

for the general election were destroyed pursuant to law 
prior to review. 

The Public Works Commissioner, an individual of 
good reputation, advised there was no contract awarded 
in 1972? that the contract was awarded in March, 1971; 
that this contract did not expire until 1974; that there 
was no interference by the Mayor and that he, the Commissioner, 
did realign territories with the agreement of the contractors 
because it was in the best interests of the city and was not 
:a;t: the behest of either the contractors or the Mayor • 

Two other contractors, who were allegedly in 



be 

blC 
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denied 



attendance at the meeting referred to by 
ever having attended such a meeting, stating they did make 
personal contributions to the Mayor in his election of 1971; 
however, they were not pressured in any way, one contractor 
mentioning that such contribution s have been automatic since 
the days of I ~* 



The facts of this case were discussed with 

AUSA I t on 5/29/75 and 6/25/75, at which 

time it was noted there were wide discrepancies between 
the only two witnesses to the $10,000 contribution to WHITE'S 
1971 campaign, if was nnt^d during t^ is conference that the 



b6 
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principal witness, 



claimed he decided to 



make the 'contribution to solidify SANITAS 1 position for the 
1972 refuse City of Boston bids in the fall of 1971 when, in 
fact, the contracts had already been awarded in March, 1971, 
and would not b e again awarded until March, 1974.; It was 
also noted that ! I said he decided to make the contribution 



-3- 



BS 92-2202 



and made it accompanied by I I while l I 

claimed he had b een solicited himself by WHITE , h e then 

going to | ^ who approved paying the $10,000. | | 
requested at this time two additional refuse contractors who 
made contributions to WHITE 1 s 1971 campaign be interviewed 
to determine whether or not pressure was exerted on them; 
that at the conclusion of said interviews a re-evaluation 
will be mad e as to the prosecutive potential of this case. 



b6 

b7C 
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I | also n oted that the facts re lating to the shares 

of stock given to | [ coupled with I I 's mental 



he alth, wo uld be a bar to prosecution as to that portion 
of I \ s statements. 

AUSA I I was contacted on 11/13/75, at which 

time he had not made any determination as to the prosecutable b6 
potential. b7c 

On 2/11/76 AUSA I I said there was no supporting 

evidence which would enable him to initiate the course of 
prosecutive action and that he was closing his file. 

It is to be noted that during this investigation 
IRS was furnished full particulars re this matter. 

It is to be noted that the'USA, Boston, was 
extremely reluctant to conduct open investigation re 
WHITE allegations in absence of specifics that would 
develop a prosecutable violation feeling data not solid 
enough to openly proceed without possibly harming WHITE'S 
chances in the forthcoming Mayoralty campaign and a 
possibility of WHITE'S obtaining a slot on the National 
Democratic ticket as Vice President. 



Mrtel 




1- FOP 




SAC, Boston (92-2202) 



AR-HOBBS ACT 



2/24/75 



ReBStel 2/21/75, and Butelcal 2/24/75* 

This, will .confirm reButelcal wherein you 
were advised t hat travel of SA; Robert E # Sheehan to 

[ Florida, for the purpose of interviewing 
I was not justified and, therefore, not authorized; 



The Tampa division is to ber expeditiously furnished back- 
ground information concerning this matter and requested 
to conduct necessary interview* 

The Bureau is to be kept apprised of all 
pertinent developments in this matter. 



be 
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NO TE; ReButelca l made to Supervisor \ 

: m 1 . 



]by 



ELR Miftvw 





oc". Dir. 



MAILED 7 

FEB.241975 




»pf»on©-Rm« ^* 




MAIL ROOM 



TELETYPE UNIT GZ3 



0P0 SSjf.545 



i 



FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 

"COMMUNICATIONS SECTION 



NR002 BS CODE 
12:50PM URGENT 
TO: DI REC, 

FROM: BOSTON ^92-2202 
KEVIN H.^HITE;| 



FEB 2 1 1975 // /} 

TELETYPE 

FEBRUARY 21, 1975 DAD 





AR-HA. 
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Assoc* Dir. _ 
Dep.-A.D.-Ad] 
Dep.-A.D.-Inv 
Asst. Din: 

Admin 

Comp. Syst 
Ext Affairs 
Piles <fc Com, 
Gen. Inv. 

Ident ™Z , 

Inspection 

Intell. ~„,„_ 
Laborntory _ 
Plan. & Eva! 

Spec. Inv. 

Training 

Legal Coun. „ 
Telephone Km 
Director Sec'y 



FOR INFORMATION BUREAU, USA BOSTON RECEIVED INSTANT CASE 
VIA DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE, WASHINGTON', D. C. 



} 



PROMINENT REFUSE DEALER BOSTON, ALLEGES HE AND [ 



] THEN 



OF NATION-WIDE REFUSE FIRM OF SAN IT AS, GAVE 



KEVIN H. WHITE $10,000 IN CASH IN LATE 1971, DURING WHITE'S 
CAMPAIGN FOR RE-ELECTION AS MAYOR OF BOSTON, TO SOLIDIFY THEIR 
POSITION RE BIDS FOR 1972 REFUSE CONTRACTS WITH CITY OF BOSTON; 
THAT WHITE INDICATED THAT SOME OF THE OTHER REFUSE COMPANIES 
DOING BUSINESS WITH THE CITY OF BOSTON WERE NOT DOING THE 
RIGHT THING AND THAT HE, WHITE, WOULD FIX THEfoj THAT BIDS FOR 1972-74 
REFUSE WERE RIGGED, CONTRACTORS MAKING EXCESS PROFITS. 



be 
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ALSO ALLEGES SANITAS GAVE | 



16513 'I 



SAID STOCK ISSUED IN NAME OF A NOMINEE PROVIDED BY 



251S75 



m m 41 — j\j 7 

\ 2000 SHARES 0F J STQXK IN RE-FJLLSE J30MP ANY, 

£l£(W>^-> I Lis 



PAGE TWO BS 92-2202 

WHITE CURRENTLY MAYOR OF BOSTON SEEKING RE-ELECTION AND 
INDICATIONS ARE HE IS A PROMINENT CONTENDER FOR A VICE- PRESIDENTIAL 
SLOT IN THE NEXT NATIONAL ELECTION. 



I | CURRENTLY IN | | FLORIDA, TAMPA 



DIVISION, IS ONLY POSS'lBLE LIVE WITNESS AVAILABLE TO 
CORROBORATE | I USA JAMES GABRIEL, BOSTON, ADAMANT IN 

REQUESTING «4 ROBERT E. SHEEHAN, BOSTON DIVISION, PERSONALLY 
HANDLE INTERVIEW OF I 1 SA SHEEHAN HANDLING INSTANT 

INVESTIGATION WITH USA GABRIEL'S SPECIAL UNIT ON CORRUPTION. 

« 

B URE AUrjA UT HOR IT Y REQUESTED FOR SA SHEEHAN TO TRAVEL 
TO TAMPA DIVISION AND HANDLe I | INTERVIEW. 



END. 

JDR 

FBI HQ CLR 
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*• ; 'United states government 

Memorandum 



TO 



; Mr. Gebhardt 




DATE: 2/24/75 



from : R. E. Long 



SUBJECT: KEVIN H. WHITE, JA&XQR, 
BOSTON r . P MARS Arm *™** ; 

ANTi-RACKETEERING-HOBBS ACT 



1- Mr. Gebhardt 
1- Mr . Long 

i- 1 i 




CP 



Assoc. Dir. 
Dep. AD AoV 
Dep. AD Inv. 
Asst. Dir.: 

Admin. 

Com p. Syst. . 
Ext. Affairs M 
Files & 
Gen. InvJ 
(dent. 
Inspection 
Intell. -_ 
Laboratory _ 
Plan. & Eval, 
Spec. Inv. w 

b€ Training 

b7C la' Coun.^ 
Telephone Rm. 
Director Sec'y 



This is to advise of a Hobbs Act investigation 
currently being conducted by our Boston office wherein a 
request has been made that authority be granted f or a Spe cial' b 6 
Agent (SA) assigned to Boston office to travel to I I hie 

, Florida, Tampa division,, to interview pertinent / 



rareness. General Investigative Division disagrees with Boston 
as there are no unusual circumstances relating to intervieif nor 
information in possession of Boston which can not be readMv—^ 
furnished to Tampa. * 



This investigation was based on receipt of 

' Attorney (USA) JamesJtSabriel .. Rn fi f^ r j?/}^ 



information from U. S 
who advised that 

in Boston, has alleged that he and J 



J 

j has ax _ ___ 

I of a nation-wide refuse firm' by the name'sahitas,, 



| both then 



gave Kevin H.. White $10,000 in cash in late 1971. 
payment was made to White to solidify [ 



This 



1, MP* 

]'s 
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positions regarding bids for the 1972 refuse contracts with f L &- 
the City of Boston. | lalso fmogprl t-hnt- fian-it- 



This 



j, zuuu snares of stock in refuse company. 



.Stock was issued in the name of a nominee provided by 



J who is currently in 



according to the JJSA, Boston , "Is "the"'on' ly~indiv l idual 1 avai lable 
to corroborate information furnished by | ^ Wfr 
allegedly witnessed payoffs in this matter. USA, Boston, has 
adamantly requested that Boston case Agent , Robert r^negh^K: 
travel to Florida to handle interview with I I USA made 

r ^ < ?V®f t due to fact he * s familar - with Sheehan's investigative 
atoiiity>, considers this a crucial interview and feels -SheeharT' 
is the best man to handle investigation. How ever/ thi s appears 



6 

7C 
7D 



to be no reason why Tampa could not interview 
receipt of background from Boston. 



] after: 



ELR:ra 

1(0 MAR 5W 



CONTINUED - OVER 



Long to Gebhardt Memeo,. 



Of interest is that Mayor White is presently 
seeking re-election as Mayor of Boston and has been the 
subject of recent speculations as a prominent contender for the 
Democratic vice-presidential nominee in 1976. 

* X 

ACTION ; Boston is being advised that travel of SA Sheehan is 
not justified and a lead is to be forwarded expeditiously to 
Tampa to interview Wipfler., 



QjhJ 
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OPTIONAL FORM NO. 10 
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UNITED STATES GOj^RNMENT' 

Memorandum 




TO 



FROM 



SUB 




DIRECTOR, FBI 



AC, BOSTON (92-2202) (P) 



date: 4/21/75 




KEVIN nH.4?HITE^ 

AR-HOBBS ACT 
(00: BOSTON) 





Jo 6 
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4/15/75- 



Re Bureau airtel, 2/24/75; 0-1 form, dated 



Following background in instant case set forth 
for information of Bureau ♦ 



he 
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Case opened 2/75, Boston Division, aft er 
interview by Bureau Agent of | | > formerly 

active in waste disposal companies, who saxd m 1971 he 
paid $10,000 personally to Mayor KEVIN WHITE, Boston, in 
connect ion with WHITE f S then campaign for re-election. 
I I described the payments as a campaign contribution, 

feeling the cash payments would solidify Sanitas 1 , the 
waste disposal company for which he worked, position in 
forthc oming Ci ty of Boston bids ♦ In giving the money to 
WHITE, [ m [ described it as a campaign contribution, 
WHITE indicating some of the other contractors did not 
do the right thing. The cash was obtained from another 
company account, said company .billing the Sanitas subsidiary 
for the funds via false vouchers. Sanitas and several other 
companies successfully bid on the 1972 Boston Contract, bid 
prices established via joint effort of alleged m competing 
companies and i ncluding profit of about $150,000 over 
normal profit. I ] had no indication the Mayor or any 

city official aware of rigged bids or exorbitant profit 
figure . £g 1Q4 REC _3 f . f^L^J £> 5 \ 3<^~3 

If " " >u - r 1 I 

also reported giving 2,000 shares m < 
| , Reclamation J§y§&$nigg jl^c . 
1, paid (16* per share, stock then 



another company [ 
(RS) , for what ?he7l 



valued at $10 per share ^ current value 2£ ^e^^sha^oJ ^±£l 



- Bureau 
2 - Boston 
RES/lm 





Buy U.S. Savings Bonds Regularly on the Payroll Savings Plan 

an 1 ? 
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company did work for | ~ in state buildings , I 1 



claiming | | gave him no edge, insisting on quality 

performan ce . Perl J S request, stock issued and 

mailed to I P of Rhode Inland. Investigation 

determined I I declared legally incompetent because 

of senility and it appears doubtful he can appear before 
a Grand Jury; The Stat ute of Limitations will bar 
prosecution of | ~L 9/28/75 re which USA made aware. 

I I claimed to have made cash available to 

Sanitas subsidiaries in Tampa, Atlanta, and Detroit, 
saying;, payments made to company officials, he not aware 
as to purpose of cash. 
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I l had no specifi cs re other ref use contractors 

making cash payme nts to WHITE . I 1 another 

Sanitas I L said he was told two (2) other refuse 

contract ors made contributions to WHITE less than $10,000. 
I ^ acknowledged $10,000 cash contribution m ade to 

WHITE but there is no consistency between he and I 1 
as to how concept of payment originated. 

Da ta re above came to light via SEC investigation 
of Sanitas .1 



Joriginally provided data re instant case 



zn May, 19 74 to SDNY Department officials, subsequently 
being interviewed by attorneys from the Fraud Section of 
the Department, SDNY, and District of Mass. He was made 
available for FBI and IRS interview, 1/30/75. 

USA, Boston extremely reluctant to conduct open 
investigation re WHITE allegations in absence of specifics 
that would develop prosecutable violation, feeling data not 
solid enough to openly proceed without possibly harming 
WHITE'S chances in the forthcoming mayoralty campaign aAct 
a possibility of WHITE f S obtaining a slot on the National 
Democratic ticket as Vice-President. Pursuant to said 
policy, AUSA in special unit handling political payoffs . 
wants to proceed initially via subpoena of construction 
companies 1 books and records to determine if a generation 



2. 
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of cash to WHITE can be located. Indications are that 
said action will occur within next two weeks; has been 
awaiting IRS audit results at Sanitas which will be 
available week of 4/21/75 ♦ 

Boston Office feels instant case has little 
prosecutive potential for following reasons : 

1. ) Both I | describe payment 

to WHITE as a political contribution * 

2 • ) No records re contributions to WHITE 
campaign available for final election , 19 71* The laws 
in Mass* at that time permitted destruction of such records 
after 18 months* 

3. ) | | claimed stock deal with I "I 

resulted only from desire to solidify himself with I "I 
as distinguished from pay-off* 

To date, sole investigation has consisted of 

I I interviews , efforts to locat e WHITE 

campaign records , and documentation of I I stock data* 

Upon receipt of books and records of contractors , 
analysis will be made, necessary interviews conducted, and 
report submitted* 



3* 
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RCPORTIN^ OKFICC 

BOSTON 



TITLE OF CASE (f£J) 
^ KEVIN WHITE 



OFFICE OF ORIGIN 

BOSTON 
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DATE 



5/6/7 5 



IN VESTICATIVE PERIOD 



1/3© - 4/29/75 



REPORT MADE OY 

ROBERT E. SHEEHAN 



TYPE 

po 



CHARACTER OF CAS 



AR - HOBBS ACT 



C 



REFERENCE®* Tampa airtel to Boston (10), 3/5/75. 

Boston letter to Bureau, 4/21/75. 



- P - 



LEADS 




BOSTON 

AT BOSTON, MASS. 

Will confer with USA JAMES GABRIEL prior to 
conducting further investigation. 




ACCOMPLISHMENTS CLAIMED 




SEE REVERSE SIDE FOR 
ADD. DISSEMINATION. 
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ADMINISTRATIVE : 

* t » 

> 

• USA, Boston has been extremely reluctant to 
conduct open investigation re WHITE allegations in 
absence of specifics that would develop' a prosecutable 
violation, feeling data .not solid enough to openly 
proceed without possibly harming WHITE s chances in ' 
the forthcoming mayoralty campaign and a possibility 
of WHITE s obtaining a slot on the National Democratic 
tick et as Vi ce-President-. Pursuant to said policy, b7E 
AUSA I I wants to proceed initially via subpoena of con- 
struction companies* books and records to determine if a 
generation of cash to WHITE' can be located. This action 
was anticipated on receipt, of IRS audit reports at S ANITAS 
but Boston Office will not proceed in the absence of a 
discussion with USA GAB RIEL in view of what appears to\ 

be conflicts in I T s data re coming up with a donation 

to solidfy position re 1972 contract when there was no 
contract from time of the election until 1974. 
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UNPC?D STATES DEPARTMENT OF jQBTICE 
FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 



Copy to: 1 - United States 



Attorney. Boston, Massachusetts 



united btates Attorney, noston 
(ATTN: AUSA | | ) 



Report of: ROBERT E. SHEEHAN Office: Boston, Massachusetts 

Date: May 6, 1975 , -be 

b7C 

Field Office File #: 92"2202^ Burccu File #: 

Title: ^ KEVIN H. WHITE; 



Character- *ANTI RACKETEERING ~ HOBBS ACT 

X 

Synopsis. I I said he decided to make a $10,000 

contribution to Mayor KEVIN H. WHITE * s 1971 campaign . 
for re-election as Mayor of Boston to solidify Sanitas*, 
a wa ste disposal c ompan y, position in the 1972 bids; 
said | L then I I JAMES A. FREANEY 

Company ^JAFJ, a waste disposal subsidiary of Sanitas, 
agreed w ith him to make $10,000 contribution; that 
I ^ I and he gave WHITE personally two $5,000 cash 
installment s . mo ney coming from payment bv JAF of frau dulent 
vouchers t o I 1 a nother company ] "I 
WHITE, per | L referred to other contractors as 

"a couple of sons of bitches" who* did not do the rig ht 
thing and that WHITE was going to fix them. I I 
described payments as being made in the Fall of 1971; 
said contractors met in 1972 to rig bids the n being 
submitted, he representing Sanitas. I I not trusted 

by other contractors; that contractors would bid districts 
knowing they wou ld get b ack districts ser viced bv them th e 
previous, years . I I also said he. grave l L 



be 
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or stocic in Reclamation Systems {RS) tor /16c 
stock then selling for $10 per sharej that P 

wanted this stock in the name of a nominee,, one [ 

Records reflect that on 9/28/70 2.000 shares of RS st ock 
transferred from I l has 
been described as senile by an MP and a Probate Court 
has appointed a guardian for I I Only records 



This document contain* neither recommendations nor conclusions of the FBI. 
«rc not to be distributed outside your agency. 
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located 1971 contributions to WHITE campaign pertained 
to the primary, none located relating to the final run 
off. No record in th ose records located of contribution 
from l U Sanitas or JAF. I I 

disputes l f s story re WHITE contributions; claims 

WHITE 1 s office and t hen WHITE himself requeste d con- 
tributions from him, I I he then goin g to I "I 

who approved paying the $10,000* I ~1 said he was 

present when the first $5,000 payment was made to WHITE 
but not on the second occasion; that he knows of rio 
meet ings of contractors to fix bids and/or swap districts; 
that I I did not know what figure he actually submitted, 

as a bid; that companies got their old districts back. 
JOSEPH CASAZZA, Commissioner of Public Work for Boston, 
asking JAF to take back old district, wanting to avoid 
problems by having experienced companies in the districts ^ 6 
that a big factor requiring the switching was union b 7 C 
negotiations, requiring performance on the new contracts hiD 
to be initiated almost immediately upon award. I ~l 
was aware that JAF funds were being paid based on fraudulent 
I | invoices when work never performed. CASAZZA said 
contracts were awarded by the City of Boston in March, 
1971 an d not again until March, 1974, conflicting with 
I P s claim that the $10,000 was paid in the Fall of. 

1971 to assist Sanitas in connection with contracts to be 
awarded in 1972 ♦ CASAZZ A describ ed necessity of switching . 
districts in 1971 as did I L pointing out that the 

city changed its fiscal period by 1974 and contracts no 
longer coincide "with union contract terminations. 
CASAZZA noted that factor -and the consolidation of garbage 
and refuse resulted in substantial savings in the city of 
Boston. He said he has never approached contractors to 
obtain or discuss campaign contributions for Mayor WHITE. 
Background information set forth; 

- P - 
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This investigation was predicated upon 
receipt of the following info rmation bv Assistan t 
United .States Attorney CAUSA) I 1 District 

of Massachusetts, * at Boston: 1 



■bo 
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I I was an | J of Sanitas , 

Inc., a National Waste Disposal Company and in this 
capacity apparently handled pay offs, u sing as a source 
of fu nds an account of a com pany called I I 
I | which company was also I I A 

Securities and Exchange Com mission investigation de- 
term ined that approximately I I 
I L by Sanitas and/o r subsidi aries to genera te cash 
for illegal pay offs. I I told AUSA l l of the U.S. 

Attorney 's Office in the Southern District of New York 
that he, | | paid $10,000 to Mayo r WHITE of Bosto n. 

also making a payment of stock to the| | 
I I was granted immuni t y 

by the U.S. Department of Justice exclusive of a False 
Filing violation pertaining to jSEC .and perjury matters. 
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Dato of transcription 



. 2/6/75 



]was interviewed in the 



Office of the United States Attorney for the District 
of Massachusetts, at which time, he provided the fol- 
lowing information : 



In 1969 » 



], originally located in [ 



Massachusetts, subsequently moving to [ 



handled container-compact units for waste collection 
and did a sraall amount of janitorial services ♦ In 



b6 
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James A. Freaney > Incorporated ( JAL") , was a 
waste dispo sal company opera tine primarily in the City 



J Sani ta s purchased 



of Boston* 

JAF, actually acquiring two companies, waste disposal 
as well as an independent company that leased equipment 
I to JAF. JA? at that time, probably 1959-1970, had e 
contract for waste disposal with the City of Cos ton for 
the downtown area. This contract had a big plus in that 
it would service independent contracts, i.e. businesses 
in the downf;*v" area and dump freely at either the Roxbury 
City Du* v > or the Boston incinerator,. This advantage was 
rirt L'ae result of any payoff bur rathe'r established pro- 
cedure for many years* It, resulted in a large ■ prof it 
factor on serving independent accounts, other contractors 
not able to successfully compete because of the free dump 
privileges that went with the contract of the City of 
Boston, for that special area <> The purchase by Sanltas of 



Interviewed on 



1/3G/75 - 



4f BosCon, Massachussi: Cs 



.File t, 



3S 92- 



SA R0ii£?vT 2. SMIDSHAM/ drab 



2/6/75 



by. 



.Dato dictated 
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JAF was paid via cash, the acquis i t ion of the leasin 
firm in Sanitas stock. | ~|toId him a.k-er th e 



acquisitions tha t form 2 r[ ^ 

a 50 percent p artner in the leasing company, via legal 



was 



fees rendered, 
share ♦ 



receiving Sanitas stock for his 



With the acquisition of JAS/, Sanitas realized 

the profits in waste disposal and attempted to purchase 

many waste disposal companies in various parts of the 
country, successfully acquiring some. 



In 1971, realizing that new contracts would 
be awarded by the City of Boston for waste dirpo^al, he 
felt it essential that JAF solidify itself for' the bids 
that would be forthcoming in February,' 1972, and awarded 
the. following April, He talked with Attorney | 
who was associated with him. in another company , and a close 
friend of tha, then *&yor of Boston, ££Vm v/KI^£. He talked 

a contribution to WHITE 1 s forthcoming 



to" 



maic^ng 



campaign for re-election ,[ 

wou I d be a good move* He also t a lked wit h 
then 



_ — — i> 

indicating he thought th is 



a greed it .would 
both wanting to 



be a good idea to make, a contribution, 

go into the bid strong. He noted that the Boston Com- 
missioner of Public Works, JOE CASAZ2A, did not have to 
make awards to low bidders, adding that CASAZZA was. 



made aware of Sanit as ' 



angry tnat he was nc 

of JAF until sometime after it occurred, 

.decid ed to make a $10,000 contribution, and either he, or 



and he 



made an appointment to see Mayor WHITE. This tooI< 
place pri or to or about the time of the Primary election 
in 1971, I l and he, went into WH ITS' 1 s of fice J 

then having $5,000 in c ash whic h he, 
an' envelope and gave to l I bef ore 

Mayor's office* 



He 



] placed in 
into the 



wished .Mayor VHIT2 good luck in 



connection with the campaign and said that they would 
make a contribution of $10,000 for the campaign, $5,000 



then and $5,000 later. | I gave Mayor WHITS the 

env elope with the $5,000. He had told WHITE thatf" 



was 



fact 



] and is certain he made 
that the money was coming 



WHITjl aware as to -the 

from Sanitas. WHITE referred to other .c ontx-actors saying 
that a couple of the "sons of bitches 11 did not do the 
right thing and that he, WHITE, was going to fix them. 



be 
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Maybe about a -month later, [ 



] and he again went to 



WHITE" 1 s office, 



a sain turning over to WHITE 



$5,000 in cash in an envelope that he, [ 



}*~provided . 



The cash provided WHITE came from an [ 



b6 
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account and represented proceeds of a JAF check deposited 
to said account based on an | | voucher to JAF for .some 
type of phon y ser vices. Checks representing the with- 
d ratals from I I would be via two or three checks in odd 
amounts payable in cash which' were negotiated at the 
City Bank and Trust Company, Boston, on the day of or 
day prior to giving the cash to WHITE* The I | checks 
would not be in the amount of $5,000 but split into more 
tha n one check. This procedux-e of handling cash payments. 
via I | account was ini tiated at the suggestion of Sanitas 

| and continued at the direction of 
\ I when the latter obtained control of Sanitas, 

Ke is not .aware of what amounts , if any, other 
waste disposal firms comm itted to Mayor WHITE but was 
under tlia impression that I I of Banco did make 

a contribution. He also received the impression that 
Banco handled its cash payments via a cash fund maintained 
via payments from customers who paid Banco in cash as 
distinguished from checks <> 



bo 
b7C 



About this time, he. recalled making $5,000 and 
'$2,000 cash contr ibutions to the political campaign of 
| U These payments we re ha nd led th e same < 

way, that is the. funds represented a | I check to I I 
based on phony vouchers, the I "I checks then being made- 
payable to cash. These pay ment s were ma de at the surest ion 



of 'Attorney [ 



] now 



who told him 

] needed financial support, a nd were app roved 



] He personally gave the money to 



]'Attomey [ 



r 



]present, asked for nothing and 



received nothine' in connection with these contributions. 



D 
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About two months or so a^o, 



contacted 



him arid told him hevheard that I I testified about 

the payments to WHITE, allegin g some attor ney rep orted 

having a trans cript of[ f s testimony , | | wanted 

to knov; if he , | | received a letter acknowledging 



the payment was a political contribution, 



replying 



negatively 

questioned 

past couple of- 'months. 



He al so received information that CASAZZA 
about the $10,000 payment within the 



if 
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In about February , 1972, he. met with other _ _ 
waste disposal contractors who had confcrac ts~with the ~~ 
Gity of Bos ton ♦ The. meeting took place in I I 1 s 

office in South Boston and present -ware f I of 

Dooley Disposal*: [ 



/(ph) o: 



](ph) of M 5 : C Disoosa'I 



f Howard Disposal; 



and himself* Other contractors , who had 



been performing for the City of Boston, United, Amara 
and Ryan Disposal, were not present. Ac this time, the 
bid specifications had been issued and an agreement 
was made as to who would bid which districts and the 
bid prices each would submit. The bid price, would 
include a normal profit figure plus an additional profit 

figure over a nd above the normal. | |and 

I Iwore. the controlling individuals, at the 

meeting, noting that it would not look good if all the 
.contractors bid low on the districts they had on the 
previous contract:. All agreed to bid low on another 
district ^ [ 



pointing out there 



■3d 7 ' : 



would be no problem swap in g with CASAZZA z approval after 
the contracts had been awarded, The JA,? bid included 
an * additional profit figure of about §150,000, 



did not attend .this meeting or a subsequent one, the 
other contractors obviously not "trusting him. Anyone 
knowledgeable in the disposal business reviewing the 
prices should have known the bids contained unusual 
;profit. He noted that the City of Boston contracted 
waste, disposal services for one and one-half million 
dollars less in its current contract, as distinguished 
from the contract awarded in 1972, the most recent con- 
tract not subject to pre -rigged bids. At the meetings 
at which the bid prices were set, there was no discussion 
about -anyone making contributions to WHITE nor did he 
say anything about WHITS' s comment concerning other 
waste disposal contractors. Concerning CASAZZA, he 
received only indications that C ASAZZA was com pletely 
honest and no one got near him. I I reportedly 

tried to do so, unsuccessfully-. 

After the bids were awarded, some of the con- 
tractors, including JAF, were allowed to switch back 
from distr icts awarded to tho se handled in the previous 
contract. | | talked with either- Maj'or 

WIIIT2 or CASAZZA to accomplish the switches on the basis 
that those formerly servicing the districts had the 
proper equipment and could do a better job at the price 
awarded than c aid new comers to the district. 

6 
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As an example of awarding of bids,*[ 

] a waste disposal company as a subsidiary for 



Sanitas and submitted a low- bid for East Bo ston in 1974, 
CASAZZA awarding the bid to I I whea l | 

refused to permit the Team ster s Union t o organize the 



company. In 1973, [ 



] told 



the City of Belmont because J 



|he. could not bid 

] had the contract/ 



J after heated arguments 



threatened to shoot | i ^ 5 

s tating he would report the matt er to the Attorney 



b6 
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General, [ ^ &lJtu 

I "I in an effor t to resolve the dispu te, | 



and he met with 
not 



r Sanitas 



backing down, | ~| deciding to get rid of [ 

had difficulties obtaining 1974 contracts despite being 
a low bidder i n five districts. They did receive one 
district af ter | 1 
I L conferred with CASAZZA. He received no indi- 

cation that the award resulted in payment of money to 
anyone . - 



in 

tract for the 



.960 \ |had a substantial janitorial cor 



in Boston, [ 



performance ♦ 



threa tened to cance l the contract' for lack of 

[ called hira, [ 



over the pot ential of l osing this contract, he then 
talking with [ ' 



] upset 



and himself, [ 



[ who se t up a .meeting between 



was very upset and appeared 
serious in canc elli ng the contract. . It was a fact/ at 
this tirce, that I I had as much as 25 percent less people 
workin g, on thi s contract than there should have been/ of 



] appeared aware. Coupled -with the threat 



which , 

of loosing that contract and the fact that another bid 
for a one year contract was forthcoming, which appeared 
to always go to the low bid der, who c ou Id be rejected 
if not qualified,, .he asked I I fo r a chance to 
resolve the problem. He told | ~| that he would 
get sufficient people in the building to do the job 
right and th at he would stay on top of this problem. 
He contacted | | of Sanitas, told him the problem, 
and stressed the importance of getting th e job don e right. 
Over the next several weeks, he .contacted | | who 
acknowledged an improvement, but .said more should be 
forthcoming, indicating he would go along with | | for a 
short, while, to see if they co uld do th e job p,roperlv_. 



He had 



come up to* meet 



] to make 



ure 



was aware of his efforts, performance improving, wha.cn 

* 

7 " 



was forthcoming, Q a. a L ? * ubsGquenC ^ 

the contract. ^ ' S thS low bidde * receiving 



he would lfS 6 ^^ cont »?t ««5ard, he told | | 

job or he. , ;o u;.d chro^thw ouWiW ^^"^ a * 
he would like to „ iv ., him !> n»A I told | 



xng 



him the following day^TTTii i - P honxc&11 y conta 
securities in h?s | X |V° ld hlm «<* to P ut the 
of a nominee, on^ l ' s, name out rather the name 

was soXlins for' Ho a ghar i b ^ ^ the stpck 

restriction that would have" ~d£cd ****** ' ?* ev Saie 
a few dollars oer shi-« lc£ marL ^ value 

certificate tgr^^'^S^f;^!^ ha * dgd ^ 

had 



w ^ u 

certificates to <i-ft- c .T-"iW~"""" v i 

J ' ***** - ^ ecC ^h^ h S:r or not 

sent a check to pay for -the 



either 



or [ 



stock at 15 cents per share T 'T fc ° f** for 
state or municipal offW^V * . 1 V7as th « only 

certificates. He had f *° n h - G S * Ve ilS stc ^k 

University as well as ?rLrd" ^f^** s ^ to ;;ranceis, 
to | ^ KS was then Jn th^ i 12 ^ h ° 8" v * eha * 

iPlant to handle snJid^S" process s>* building « ' 
actually perc^iL but th « no? - 
inland locked in^c-ril^ ^ll^^' 



perl 



to him. 



Aid someone, at. the Statehouse $60 weekly 



this person was no o7 of an J * SSi ° n £rom ' £h 

came from thaHlagcoi^ J^ance. This money 
viously described Te n«rl* £ same manner as he. pre- 
to $40 000 in caln o^rTSr?^^ ^030,000 
acknowledging they knew what Sapp^ed to' i?° 1°"* at , 
one time acknowledging that ho FIT ° > 1 1 a t 

and that.it was in°a safe received the money 

aidiariea.^Jte di ^ributa cash to sub- 

cash was ^tr^t^^ 
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I books and records 
his attorney, 



lISJLurrcndy "in 
J, per "court 



year period. [ 
the custody ox 

order. Cash payments were made from I I to subsidiary 
7 n «^P a > Atlanta and Detroit, one Sanitas subsidiary 
xn -Detroxt receiving approximately $100,000 within 
aoouc one, year. lie had no specifics ag to whom rh*, 
money was ultimately paid* 



he 
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„ J M now operates as Sanitas Waste Disposal 

of Massachusetts, Incorporated. Howard and Banco 
disposal companies are now subsidiaries of SCA, as 
is United Disposal and M & C and Dooiey are subsidiaries 
oo. Browning Ferris Industry. 



Attorney \ 



1 who fl--. one tirae was 

1 received $2,500 



via jAf -check to collect a $7,000 bill owed Sanitas by 
tne of goo ton which to his knowledge, wa s nsv~r 

paid. | lis no longer with Sanitas. I I 

a rower resident of | _J, is reportedly residing 



- somewhere in the. [ 



majority of the. Sanitas 



officials with whom he was assnHp^ , spo C if ically 

J, have all left Sanita s. 



Ke_hi»;g3lf resigned from Sanitas of Sec t i vs. 



I 1 • providing! 



f 



] i!or about four nontfis 



a,.ter his- resignation. He is currency ^m. y , f i ss e 



be 
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an 



J Massachusetts, and rag^o<! 



1 



Massachus e tts . 



. Present during the above interview were the 
following : Assistant U nited St ates Attorney | | 

1 Attorney 

nterr.al Revenue Se rvice Agents 



5 



and 
and 
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On February 26, 1975 ft Assistant United 
States Attorney (AUSA) I I made ava ilable a lett er 

dated S eptember 28, 1970 from Attorney I I 

I L Boston, to the Stock Transfer Department of 

the National Shawmut Bank of Boston which letter 
authorized the transfer of eighteen thousand shares 
in Reclamation Systems Inc. to se veral persons ♦ a 
total of two thousand shares to a I I 

| | Th is letter 



b6 
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directed that a certiticate should be issued to 
and a si ngular certi ficate for a total of 27,500 shares 
held by I I be changed to contain shares remaining 

after transfer of eighteen thousand. 
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On February 26, 1975, [ 



Stock Transfer .Department, The National Shawmut Bank 
of Boston, 1 Center Plaza, Boston, was served with a 
subpoena calling for production of the following records t 

1- Inst ructions and authorization from Attorney 

I , _1 via letter dated September 28,, 1970, 

to transfer from Certificate Number 318, reflecting 
ownership of 27,500 shares in Reclamation Systems, Inc. , 

18,000 shares reflecting said ownership to twelve 

^individua ls, including 2,000 shares to a | | 

2. Cancelled Certificate #318 of Reclamation 
Systems, Inc. , be 

hi 

3. Transmittal of the certificates issued 
pursuant to Paragraph 1. above to the owners and/or 

I I 



4. Identification of the spec ific certificate 
issued pursuant to Paragraph 1, above to | | 
I I for 2,000 shares. 



5. Record reflecting any dividends paid on" 
certificate referred to in Paragraph 4. above* 

6+ Any s ubsequent transfer or certificate 
issued to I l and/or record refl ecting sai d 

certificate is still in possession of I I 

7. Notices that would have been mailed to 
stockholders of record subsequent to October 1, 1970. 
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/ 



] said that the ^National Shawmut Bank 



of Boston continued to act as Transfer Agent for 
Reclamati on Systems « Inc.; that as of December 31, 1974 
\ I was still listed as the owner of 2,000 ^shares. 
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. Efforts to serve a subpoena to, 

I 1 February 27, 19 75 were ne gative 

AUSA I I subsequently advised that I 1 was 

served to appear before the Feder al Grand Jury on Mar ch 
26, 1975* Subsequently, Attorne y I 1 
Providence, Rhode Island advised | | that I \ 

wa s senile and a guardian ship peti tion was filed relating . 
to I l in 1975 . I 1 included as enclosures 

to his letter copies of the following: 

1. Via a petition of I L 
Probate Judge l~ I 

I I ap pointed I las guardian of the 

estate of I I personal estate estimated 

at $250,000. 

2. A letter from I ^ I M.D., 
Neurology t dated November 7, 1974, said letter describing 

I I as revealing "evidence of a moderate chronic be 

brain syndrone with significant impairment of recent hie 
memory, disturbance of orientation and disturbance of 
higher cognitive f unctioning" » This letter described a 
presumptive diagnosis of Senile Psychosis; it is noted that 
the patient* s mental capacities are significantly impaired 
and it would seem appropriate that a trustee by appointed 
for him. 

In view of, the above information AUSA I I 
on March 25, 1975 noted successful prosecution of the 
[ phase of this case appeared unlikely* 

4' 
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Dale'of transcription. 



3/5/7-5. 



_ i Florida, advised that he is 

temporarily residing at the ahavo «^ gg| aid is in th o_ 



process of moving to T 



be 

hlC 



J Florida. 



at this address until April, wJs^hra^'^iS^laSSS 

vi?f a ^ d r g turn:Ln g to Boston, M^.^chn^t,^ at which time 
will reside at I 1 Boston, Massachusetts. 



lstated he xd.il reside 
; • _ • , t _ . 

he 



Boston, Massachusetts. 



In regards to his previous employment, fr» stated 
s e mployed by the | [ f or 

~ 1 " I prior to I 



that he was e mployed 
approximately [ 



TheT 



„ nmn „„„ .r „""r 1 ST ? ■ 1 was a waste disposal 

company in Boston, Massachus etts. In 1969 or earlv TQ7 Q 
J wlio at that tinu»l~^^ 

^^^^^ * 



and 

was lie Gig 



1, pocn pexng engaged in 
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nuaxness, | 

L__ , 4 which was aic:o en gaged in the disposal 

business. The primary purpose of the T 1 was for 

capitalization purposes, at which time stock was to be 
£u S ? e i£ wh:Lch would be sold over-the-counter. He indicated 
that they, meaning the individuals who would own stock in 
Sanitas, expected to make a profit on the increase in price 
^r£ e . stocl i*-u H S Qvthev commented that at the present time, 
stock issued by Sanitas is presently under investigation by 5b 

~. ., x £ regards tol I he stated that this company 
primarily engaged in open truck operations concerning the pickup 

containers compact units. Clean Brit e, Inc.,. r^ I 
x*as primarily engaged in office cleaning in downtown Boston 

£12- &ct« 



Fvnm 1 






and- in this Do^itlnn h-ic 


pr2jaary jod was the 

and thereafter sufanj i:h"iti6» \\in<s h^h 


„„ „ J .-,...- J i 
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to the proper agencies for contract s conce: 
disposal industry. In- 1 [ he and 



from 



Interviewed on. 



3/4/75 



.0» 



by. 



sas r 



and 



. Florida B ,u » Tampa 92- 1957 

JAA/sjm DaIa dltiaiotl ■ 3/5 /75 
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]anci since that datehe has not been employed. However, 



no did comment that he receives a monthly income by ch eck 
from the City of Boston which is transmitted to him by 
lie did not comment regarding services that he has performed 
for this remuneration. 



. I I stated that during January, 1970, he went 

an vacation to St. Petersburg, Florida, area and was in 
1'lorxda until March, 1970, when he returned to Boston. 
Upon returning to Mas sachusetts, he was told bvl Ithnfc 
he had been appointed i I 

" H _ I was l f 

this corporation and l iwas the indi vidual 
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actually had the knowledge and I ~ 1 

of the companyj He stated that he commuted from Boston 
to Cranston du ring March, 1970. up until June, 1970. 

J n £f^> 1970,| _ ntold him that he was to coma Wfe 

to Bos ton to I 

I I His j ob as | ~| 

consisted of l ' I a « ™»n 

yhe responsibility otf" 

I " . ' I — i«* spaced tna£ i>anitas* cxty contract 

»^Y ered thG central district, xjhich is known as IB section, 
mis section consisting of both commercial and residential 
work, and the commercial work was located in the area from 

.^lassachusetts Avenue north to Charles River. The resideiatial 
area consisted of area north of Beacon Hill to the southend 

- of Park Bay. The contracts for these areas were to be submitted 
and would be- awarded in April, 1972. 
--*-- 

«' -»n-»i He stated that sometime prior to the Primary Election 

A971f hfi .was contacted by an individual in city government, 
d . , , I hstd no knowledge of the contact) who called him 
and Said that Mayor WHITE wanted to see him. He went to the 

Mayor's office and it was his understanding at that time 
that a list of garbage contractors had been prepared and a time 
allocated to them to report to the Mayor's office; however, 
there were no contractors' ±i the office when he reported. lie 
stated that when he met with Maybr WHITE, that the Mayor had 
a xxst of contracts that Sanitas had with the City. I I 
stated that WHITE had a list reflecting the amount of money 

, which had been paid to the Sanitas Corporation from the City 
or Boston. I I stated that he pointed out to WHITE that all 

of c , Gxpea^tures were in regards to waste disposal, but also 
reiiected work which had been performed by other divisions of 
the Sanitas Corporation. He stated that he asked WHITE what lie 
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wanted and WHITE told him that he might have difficulties in ■ 
getting elected and needed money as he wanted to "win big." 
WHITE told hira that he had never done this before, but needed 
the money for his campaign expenses. He stated he asked 
WHITE ho w much and WHITE told him "ton big ones", meaning 
$10,000. I I stated that he told WHITE in no way could 

Sanitas contribute this much to his campaign. He stated that 
he recalled at this time he walked over to the window and 
pointed out to Mayor WHITE .a trucking conom that was operating 
illegally in Boston and WHITE told him he would take care of 
this matter. He stated that this trucking concern was the 
Charlie George .Trucking Company. 

I 1 stated that he does not recall the individual 

wno made the appointment for him to see WHITE, but feels be • 
confident that it was a city employee. He further stated b?c 
that he did not observe any other disposal contr actors in 
« .WHITE 1 s office, but was told t hat I 1 (Phonetic) 

United Disposal of Boston and I i fPhonetic) 
of Howard Disposal, had been at the Mayor's office and he 
is of the opinion that they also made a contribution, but 
not as large as the contribution made by Sanitas. It was 
his recollection that Howard Disposal had been through 
Mayor WHITE * s office the day after he, | l was there. 

After his conversatio n with M avor WHITE was completed 
he returned to Sanitas and told I I of the Mayor f s request. 

.1 | told him that this could be handled and he recalled 

that I I called Clean Brite and told them that they would 

have 'to pay half of the $10,000. It was his impre ssion 
that Clean Brite 'agreed to this payment. I I commented 

■that eventhough Clean Brite agreed, it is his personal 
opinion that the $10,000 that was eventually contributed 
to Mayor WHITE* s campaign, was taken from funds of Sanitas, Inc. 
I 1 stat ed that he has no independent recollection of 

accompanying I I to the Mayor* s office to make the 

$10,000 contribut ion, how ever, he stated that he would not 
deny accompanying I I and it is possible that he did so 
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but he has no personal recollection^ He stated that if 
I I s aid he accompanied him, tha t he coul d have been 

with I . I when the payment v/as made. I 1 stated that 



] is an egotistical individual who had never met the 



mayor before and wanted to meet the mavo r to build his ego 
up and he feels confident that I I personally made the. 

payments to Mayor WHITE, He stated that there is no question 
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in his mind that the $10/000 payment was made and that Sanitas 

through | | made the payment, but again reiterated that 

he has no personal recollection of accompanying I I r.n 

Mayor WHITE *s office. In this regard, he stated that he has 
a list of checks waich were transferred from one of the 
corporations and he would make this list available, which 
could possiDly pinpoint the $10,000 payment made to 
Mayor WHITE. 



. , J < , Ispecifically questioned as to anv meetings 
that he might have had with other waste disposal contractors 
concerning contracts with the City of Boston. He stated that 
it was his practice, *-as well as other disposal contactors, 
to get together to compute the cost factors in submitting 
bids for their territories and in this regard, he had numerous 
meetings with the different contractors. However, he pointed 
out that these meetings were based strictly on the contracts 
anticipated and what the future wage demands made by the 
Teamsters Union would be. He stated that to sucessfully 
bid, it would be necessary to have this information available. 
He . flf . at^ tha t at no time did he ever attend * m^A-ir>* -Sp 

Lsoffice xn which I J. 

„ ^ 1 (phonetic) and f I were present. 



., 1 (phonetic) and I I were present/ 

xn wmch contracts were discussed to the effect that the 
contractus would bid on different areas or sections, and 
thereafter, after sucessfully obtaining the contracts, 
transfer these sections back to the other contractors 
who originally had them. He was specifically asked what 
contract Santas bid on in the 1972 contracts and he stated 
that they bid on the area previously services by Dooley* s 
Disposal. He would not explain or could not explain why 
they bid on the Dooley section and why they subsequently 
transferred the Dooley section back to Dooley and Dooley 
xn turn transferred the section IB back to Sanitas. He 
did comment that the Dooley section would be a lucrative 
operation, however, the downtown section would mean 
approximately $1,500,000 more business to Sanitas than 
tae Dooley section. He could not or would not exolaiti 
why the transfer was made, but denied having any agreement 
with Mayor WHITE or JOE GASAZZA, Commissioner of Public 
works, that the territories would be transferred back to the 
contractors who prs^Sously held them prior to the issuance 
?f , th J e . n , ew contracts. He emphatically denied submitting a 
bid winch would include a $150,000 over and above the normal 
profits expected to be realized from the contracts, in 
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regards to the transfers of the section, he commented that 
banitas having the proper equipment could do a better iob 
"J?Jf lon }? than Dooley, however, he again denied any 
Boston collusion befcwee n Dooley, Sanitas and the City of 

paqa^a t In F e § a 5 d ?, to Co^issioner of Public Works JOE 
V«5v„?T ? e sfcafc <r d that under no circumstances would this 
individual accept a bribe or do anything illegal and he 
was an honest upright person who would not accent c any 
payments m any way. He stated he definitely did not have 
any discussion with this individual as to the transfer of 
cSpIig^!* 011 $10,000 consideration made to Mayor WHITE* s 

In regards to I I who I | a was te 

hl S %i% a } com P an y as a subsi diary f or S anitas. h e stkt«A that « 
he did have a serious fa lling out with I ' I nr >* cj^Tu^ , 
he aid threate n to shoot | I h« stated that [™n 

bfhavfi t 11 ^^ n^mpan L andks^tempting 

5?2^e fc ? d ' ™T l agreed-E^ assist' j^Tha vIni' the 
disposal company returned. After this conv ar^fcirm |— ^ " 
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walked into another office and he, I I overherd i 

^ aV^^ 6 ^ tha f ^ was going to repor t the mat ter 
to the Attorney General a nd cause trouble for | [ 

to him o g^?. 1 ? fc !?i d J u l that if he caused any embarrass*, 

to him or his family, ^ that he would shoot him. He stated 

wat^olf back'L E=^ te ^ reSOlVSd the bUSineSS 

~ I I advised that he was returning to the 

5? £?* 5 3 ° n ° r * bout F~ f ^ c an bt contacted 

at his former residence if any information is desired. 
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FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 
.11 • - ' Dato of transcription . 2/24/75 



a ^d I |. was initially contacted at 

Boston City Hall and advised by SA SHEEHAN that he, SHEEHAN, 
then had in his possession a subpoena directed to the Clerk 
for the City of Boston calling for production of reports 
reflecting contributions and disbursements relative to the 
1971 Boston Mayoralty campaign relating to the successf ul 
candidate and current Mayor of Boston, KEVIN H. WHITE. [ 



was told that in an effort to preven t unneces sary publicity 
SA SHEEHAN was personally c ontac t ing I I and as king that 

the desired records be made available voluntarily. I "I 
said the production of such records could be no problem under 
ordinary circumstances since Mayor WHITE and he considered 
these records to be of a public nature but under the applicable 
laws rel ating to said records in 1971 they were destroyed. 
I 1 pointed out that current laws require these records to 

be kept for the entire term of the candidate^ office. 

I 1 was told that as of 11:00 a.m. today 

(February 19, 1975) FBI inquiry had determined that said 
records were available and were under the cont rol of the be 
Boston City Clerk in a locked vault. | | attempted to b 7 c 

contact the City Clerk telephonic ally, subsequent ly advisi ng 
said individual had left for the day and that he^ | L 
would resolve the matter during the morning of February 20, 1975 

On February 20, 19753 I I made available a 

copy of a report filed by the KEVIN H. V7HITE for Mayor 
Committee with the Boston City Clerk on September 2 8, 1971 3 
said report reflecting receipts and disbursements. | I 
said this report related to the primary campaign; that the 
City Clerk was not aware a copy v/as placed in the safe by one 
of his assistants; that there are no reports available relating 
to the final election of 1971* said reports destroyed and no 
copies maintained. * 



interviewed on 2/1Q & 20/75 m Boston, Massaohnsptt a fiu Boston Q2-22Q;? 

SA ROBERT E. SHEEHAN and 



This document contains neither re common dot Ions nor conclusions of the FBI. It is the property of the F&l and it loaned to your agency; 
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A review of the report made available for 
I 1 containing receipts and expenditures of the 

KEVIN Ho WHITE for Mayor Committee revealed reported 
■receipts, expenditures, disbursements, and liabilities 
from June 3, 1971 up through September 14, 1971 • 
This report contains only activity relat5.ng to the 1971 
primary election as distinquished from the final election 
which took place in November, 1971 • 

No record of receipts from f H £!L 

and/or Sanitas and Freaney Company could be located # b7 ~ 
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Massachusetts,, provided the following infor- 
mation at the offices of the United States Attorney 
for the D istrict of Massachusetts* Assist ant United States 
Attorneys | L and Internal ' 



bo 
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■Revenue Service- (IKS) Intelligence Agent 
also participating in the interviews 



He worked for , 

(I D n & Tgas^ft GX&von&l company ro ri | years * germing as 



. xn aaout J une* 1Q7Q« while! 
company inl 

r^i an h — 

come hack tol 



subsequ ently being named L 



l called and T>f»qng*ftfrf>d he 

I in Boston, igh lch he did, * 

1 He did not know 



I fs sp ecific title with Sanitas at this tioie but did 



kno« he teas [ 

igas. designated as | 
I L L 



1 



and at on& time 



He was aware that T 



by[ 

-TAT? 



] that substantial checks were dravm against 
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JAg Via | | invoi ces % that exclusive ar open truck services 
performed by I I for JAP other charges ie "dumning fees ?t and 
"work done in district" was not performed* 

During the years 1970-73 the books and records - 
of JAF ■were handled in t he Cleanbrite (a Janitorial services 
I I and also acquired by Sanitas) offices 

±n Bast Boston as dis tinguished f rom JAF's South Boston location 

I I served as i l at Cleanbrite and was 

authorized to sign JAF checks, maintaining the check book and 
other JAF records at, the East Bos.ton location. When I I 
op grated out of the East Boston lo cation h e assumes thaE 
the I | invoi ces were typ ed there , [ 



froa[ 



1 Later 3 vjhen[ 



obt aining the c heck 
| moved to the | | 



] viould handle, payments via ajtelephojie call 



Interviewed on 



Boston. -Massachusetts h. * BS Qg~ggQg 



by. 



SA ROBERT E. SHEEBAN/st 



.Date dictated 



V23/75 
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instructing that an Invoice be prepared <> I 1 either 

pic king up the ch eck personally or having a JAP employee* 
ie* J ~| deliver the check to hinu When JAP 

hooks a nd records came into. JAP custody physically* 
I I vjould telephpaiiially instruct one of the employees 

^hat to type o n thel [ invoic e to support subsequ ent 
checks issued J mas an I J and 

I [ to obtain 

the checks * He iv*as never -given any reason for the* 
fictitious I U nvoices other than impressions thai the 

• money vias being loaned to other Sanitas subsidiaries or 
otherwise used to expand Sanitas * rubbish business in other 
parts o f 'the country. He did not know spec ifically ivhat 
Idid v?lth the money; said he snoke^tol I 



telling .him 



■go Stop that practice, aOj&ost Immediately coming back and 
telling him to not do so* 



He po inted ou t that JAP books and records 
v*ere maintained by I ~| at some distance from JAP $ that 
he ^oul d forward invoice s receiv ed via normal channels to 

Ifor payment t that I I was I I 

1 At no 'time did 
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] subsequent^ also .designated as 



author I t eds s igna t or of the JAP accou nt* ask him about the 
invoices and/or issuance of ehecks to^ I He personally 
never made out a check to l I nor did he 

personally receive proceeds of these cheeks* adding he 
11 never benefited five cents' 1 * 

He has no recollection of seeing any of the 
JAP cash payments Journals^ saw only th e monthl y report 
summarizing operations; understood that I l had one 

loan for $50*000*00 which v;as,not repaid as of April-, 197^ 

At one point he asked aud itors working on JAP 
books to prepare for him a list of the l T ehee teg i*hich he 
received and has at h^nie* 



I I worke d for I I for several 



years at I I thenl I subsequently n amed 

I I When 

| by Sanltaa in late | | told 
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him that weekly checks should be issued to | | for 
approximately ^^itoo.no., which was done, checks signed 



by- either | 1 He has no recollection of invoices 

i bein ^ issued ^0 support issuance of the checks, thinking 

I pould' have signed petty cash slips. He was given the 

impression that the money was for dumping charges but was ■ zl 
never told the purpose of these payments which fact || | 
acknowledged in his presence when ques tioned by the Sanitas 
officials in 197^, one named I 1 the other name he 

could not recall. Sometime prior to April, 1974, S anitas 
officials decided to get rid of accounts handled by I 1 
that apparently required the weekly withdrawal. A 

former Sanitas official whose name he could not recall 

took these accounts. He has no knowledge as to what I I . 

did with the money; said | Jhandled no municipal, state, 

or Federal government accounts; that some of the accounts 
'he recalled I l as handling were: 

CarlS - Fastener • 

H. P. Koxttf 

United States Chemical 
' Humble Oil 

Serta Mattress 
Harvard University 

It. appeared to him th at -payme nts to | I were 
a continuation of paymentsTmade to | 1 

When asked if anyone at Sanitas., gave him funds, 
with the request he give funds to anyone else, he said he 
preferred not to answer that question, than adding anything 
in that category was minor, ie, getting money to buy 
tickets for someone. 

Sometime in 1971 and before the primary election . 
of a Mayor for the City of Boston, he received a telephone 
call from an individual identifying himself as working for 
Mayor WHITE, said individual « s name he did not recall. He 
was told that an appointment had been set up for him to contact 

23 
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WHITE at Boston City Hall. He had never previously been 
contacted by Mayor WHITE but was not surprised at getting 
-the call, pointing out he knew WHITE was a candidate for 
re-election: that JAF had the downtown waste disposal 
.contract for the City of Boston. He had the impression 
that WHITE had made appointments with other contractors; 
had no knowledge of prior vd.onationgsby JAF to' WHITE; had 
been asked many times to buy tickets for dinner on behalf 
of political candidates. 

^'He'kept the appointment with Mayor WHITE in 
WHITE'S office. The Mayor initialed: j the conversation 
by showing him monies paid by the City of Boston to JAF. 
These figures were not accurate, containing amounts paid 
to a sewer company no longer controlled by JAF, concerning 
which he so advised the Mayor. WHITE said he was running 
for re-election against LOUISE DAY HICKS and expected a 
tough campaign, t.bai, he needed money for the campaign and 
was looking to'him, E___] *or help. He commented that 



was looking to him, , , — * - - , . . . 

WHITE never did anything for him, WHITE suggesting that he ■ - 
never asked him for anything. At this point he was looking 
out the window and saw one of_L__ F s "S^*™* 



pointing out to WHITE that | □ hadjiopermission to 

operate in the City of Boston, that | | was non-union 

a price cutter who was taking business away from him. 



b7C 
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WHITE indicated he would look into that situation, 
then told him that he wanted that amount, writing 
$10,000 on a piece of paper. He replied WHITE had 
to be crazy, WHITE replying he did not see why this 
could not be done. He .pointed out that he wao an 
errand boy and that he would talk to h is boss and get 
back. After le aving VJHITE, he wen t to I I 's office, 

telling r l of WHITE'S request. \ I i mmediately 

saying to give the money/to VJHITE. \ lob viouslv 
did not know WHITE at this time, he, I I 
telephonically co ntacting VJHITE and introducing VJHITE 
telephonically td l I 

I 1 told the Mayor that the problem ' 

could be handled. Subsequently, the date he cannot 
recall, he went to VJHITE * o office and|_^~| handed 
VJHITE an envelope containing $5,000 in cash. I ~l 
went to see VJHIT E again with another $5» 000« .he not 
present, I I indicating that Attorney [ 
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was 'then present. He has no r ecollect ion of anv 
conversation between WHITE and I l at the time the 

^5,000 war given to VJHITE. He nas no specific knowledge 
g 6 ™ I 1 obtained the $10 a O00<as h but as sumes it came 

fromi 1 vouchers charged to JAF. I I indicated 

initially that I \ would pay 85.000 aingfl thf»v 

were cleaning the"] \ I the 

remaining $5,000. Hoye^, he feels certain the entire 
$10,000 came from the account. 



The $5»000 [^ I gave to VJHITE in his 
presence occurred in the office of Mayor VJHITE at 
Boston City Hall. 

As far as "h e knows VJHITE did nothing- about b6 

I . » ,. . I 'a trucks operating as he always b7c 

aid rroro the time of WHITE'S request to the present. 

He has no specifics as to. whether or not other 
contractors made contributions to WHITE'S re-election 
campaign^ heard talk that other contractors gave $1,000 
and were amused that JAP gave $10,000. He pointed out 
that Mayor WHITE could not do any damage to JAF if they did 
contribute to his campaign re-election nor could he cause 
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any severe problems to the other contractors. The City 
of Boston contracts are handled on a bid basis every 3 
- years.. The Cpmmissloner of Public Works for the C*ty 
of Boston, JOSEPH CASAZZA, is a hard-nosed individual 
who could not. be approached with any kind of a dishonest 
or illegal deal. 

In 1972 he personally submitted a bid of JAF 
for the City of Boston waste disposal contracts. He 
arrived at his bid figures via consultation with other 
company employees and talked with other contractors about 
what amount would be offered in connection with the 
Local 379 contract, a big factor in any bids. He never 
discussed what bids other contractors would make nor did 
he have any knowledge of contractors meeting to have an 
agreement on vtfiat prices they would submit in the several 
Boston districts. Via years of experience in the business 
he could pretty well analyze what other contractors might 
bid but never recei ved this information on a specific 
basis from anyone. I I did notknow his final figures 

bia in connection with, the 1972 contracts, he computing 
all data and making a final decision as to what bid he- 
be would make by himself at the Howard Johnson Motel on the ■ 
f;^ Southeast Expressway, Boston. When the bids' were opened, 

I load the low bid on the downtown district, IB, he 

receiving the low bid on the Roxbury 'District. Roxbury 
. had a g ood profit factor and he was not overly upset. 

L_ 1 had bid about $150 a week lower on the IB district 

•cnan he had. J£F had had the IB district for many years 
and had the expertise in handling problem areas, ie, the 
North End, with its narrow streets and serviced many 
private accounts with containers placed with said accounts 
some years ago. The contractor having District IB was 
permitted to dump its commercial accounts without charge 
at the city of Boston dumping facilities which naturally 
increased profit factors. It would .necessitate a comnany 
taking over IB for the first time to invest a substantial 
sum of money to take away the private, commercial accounts 
that .had been serviced by JAP for many years. 
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J05;CASAZZA telephonically contacted him atfte* 
the_bid awards and asked if JAF would take back IB at 

L_ Pa bid price J I to take back Roxbury at the 

price bid by JAF. CASAZZA pointed out the pFlblems that 
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would arise wlth^a' new contractor in District IB, 
pointing out- he wanted to avoid these problems by- 
having experienced companies take back the districts 
they previously serviced. This was accomplished and . 
he had no information that an agreement to do so was made- e 
? f t his time » In response to a question as to whether or 
not I | met with other contractors to rig the bids 

and therefore to obtain extra profits with the jpre-knowledge 
tfiey would all get their own districts back,* sl e 
commented he knew of no s uch plan; that all of the 
cont ractors hated | f s guts and would not trust him$ 

that I I never even knew the price being bid by JAF 

let alone the other contractors. 

In connection with the 1975 bids which resulted 
in the City of Boston saving money over the 1972 bids 3 Ke 
pointed out that thaCity of Boston established a new bid 
procedure in that instead of all districts being bid the 
same day-, initially three districts were put out on bid* 
a Black man from Hyde Park entering the bidding for the 
first time and submitting a low bid' that shut out other 
contractors. A second bid was then contested, the Hyde 
Park man again bidding low, the other contractors reducing 
their profit figures substantially in an effort to get some 
work. This procedure resulted In lower bid prices, Sanltas, 
via I L submitting a bid in District IB that v/as 

ridiculously low and was actually increased $86 a 0d0 per 
year by the City of Boston to insure performance . | | 
also submitted other ridiculously low bids and Sanitas 
■ was lo :s.lng $18,000 monthly as a result of his, mis-managemen1 
He noted that the City of Boston contracts are awarded 
every three years', the city picking up 50 percent of the 
labor increase cost annually. 

I 1 pointed out that the unions always had 

the bidding companies "over a barrel" by having their 
contract expire the same time nev; contracts would be 
awarded by the City of Boston! the decisions as to what 
P0>y would be offered to the union would result in last 
minute changes in anticipated bids and require companies: 
to operate on the new contracts for the City of Boston. 
almost_immediately upon award. 
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Date of transcription 4/^4/75 

JOSEPH P. CASAZZA, Commissioner of Public Works, " 
City of Boston, was interviewed at the Boston City Hall, 
at which time he provided the following information: < 

He has never received any information alleging 
.that, refuse contractors met prior to City of Boston bids 
to discuss what specific bids thay would submit and agree 
to bid in certain districts with the understanding that 
they would receive back districts previously handled by 
them on prior contracts* He is av/are that contractors 
would meet jointly prior to bid submission in an effort 
to determine what would be the amount agreed to pay the 
Teamsters Union in connection with that union 1 s annual 
negotiations* He pointed out that the Teamsters Union 
contract in prior years up until 197^ coincided with the 
bid dates, causing bids to come in late, no contractor 
submitting a bid until the labor rate had been resolved. . 
In efforts to stimulate early bidding, he himself had 
met with the union and company officials in the past* 

He was asked if Freaney Company and Dooley 
Brothers successfully bid on the Roxbury and Boston Proper 
districts, respectively, in I972 and if after said bids 
these companies were permitted to return to the districts . 
they previously handled, Freaney in Boston Proper, Dooley, 
the Roxbury area. He replied that there were no bids in 
1972 and that Agent SHEEHAN was undoubtedly referring to 
bids advertised February 17* 1971 and March 8, 1971 and 
awarded April 1, I97I for the period April 1, 1971 to 
March 31 , 1972 with options for second and third year contracts 
if the city so elected* He stated this situation did 
occur and he did recommend that the areas be swapped at 
no cost for the city pointing out there was no time to 
permit Dooley to acquire additional equipment needed to 
handle the Boston Proper district ; that a switch of con- 
tractors with such little notice could be disastrous 
in the downtown area; that he suggested the switch be 
made, both contractors agreeing, at no cost for the City 
^of Boston* He noted j|t^ 
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i.e., the time element, several other contractors were 
■permitted to take back old districts, again at no cost 
to the city* The decision to so handle the 1971 awards 
was his and he so advised the Finance Commission of the 
City of Boston, receiving their approval, then pre- 
paring a letter for the Mayor of Boston explaining what 
was being done and why* He made a cooy of a letter from 
him. to Mayor KEVIN WHITE dated March 30, 1971 which 
outlined the switching of districts. 

He noted that the rubbish problem in the city 
of Boston is complex exclusive of non-commercial v/ork; 
that .in the absence of preparation, tremendous service 
problems could result with the contractor receiving awards 
one day to handle the district completely strange to him, 
adding the problem of acquiring disposal equipment without 
sufficient time could be an insurmountable problem . 

He said the practice of permitting contractors , 
to dump their commercial accounts refuse at a city of 
Boston facility free of charge is longstanding.; that the 
philosophy behind this practice is that the contractors 
will bid lower on the city work to get the dumping priv- 
leges. The decision on switching of the districts as 
described in the letter dated March 30, 1971 was made 
by him in the best interest of 'the city and to insure 
continuity of service . At no time did ' Mayor WHITE or 
anyone else suggest that said switching occur. Again, 
the timing of the union negotiations created the problem 
that he resolved via switching the districts. 

CASAZZA was asked if he could give any information 
as to why refuse collecting costs decreased over the past 
two contracts, CASAZZA then advising as follows: 

Prior to his appointment by the City of Boston, 
garbage and refuse collections were made individually, one 
truck with three men running up a street collecting garbage 
another truck with three more men v/orking the same street 
collecting other refuse. The change in processing of food 
and greatly increased utilizations of home disposals re- 
sulted in a gigantic decrease in the amount of garbage to 
be collected. He therefore consolidated collections, after 
a year or two of negotiations with city unions who 
initially balked at this move, resulting in large savings. 



29 







Additionally, the city changed its fiscal period so that 
the 197^ awards permitted him to advertise bids on three 
separate occasions as distinguished from one bid as had 
occurred in prior years* The first bid was for one part 
of Boston, probably three districts, the unsuccessful 
bidders coming in much lower on subsequent bids, knowing 
they had to have these contracts to service. This 
naturally resulted in a substantial reduction of bid prices 
and probably, of course, profits to the disposal companies. 
A change in bidding was strictly his concept and he was 
permitted to do so only because of the change in fiscal 
periods which permitted the bids to be negotiated without 
the threat of a Teamsters contract expiring at the same time 
and the possibility of a strike. 

CASAZZA said he has operated the Boston Public 
Works Department with no interference; that he is an 
engineer as distinguished from a political worker; that, 
accordingly, he has never approached contractors to obtain 
or discuss campaign contributions to Mayor WHITE. He said 
he has operated his department without being plagued by any 
political interference; that some refuse contractors did 
meet with -Mayor WHITE to complain about him, WHITE de- 
clining to involve himself in a discussion with them 
wherein anything of substance was discussed in his, 
CASAZZA 1 s absence. 

: CASAZZA again noted that there were no bids in 

1972; that bids were received in 197l> the City of Boston 
picking up its second and third year options, the next 
bids issued in 1974. 
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The following is a copy of a letter made 
.available by JOSEPH F. CASAZZA dated March 30, 1971 
directed .from him to the Mayor of Boston. 



31 




^ tf* .v V i ':•> A " " < V: 



* * John P. Sullivan, Water 
, 4 James F. Carter, Scwcr 



March 30, 1971 



^ *'* \ . Honorable' Kevin H. White 
? -nV ; Mayor of Boston : 
J*' V One City Hall Square 
:**l v ' Boston,- Massachusetts 



;■ ■ * V COPY BEN s , u x, 

• ' •;. /. •, jiT'x rfi-. .. 

^ ;;M AY DiVcij ."1* t : r i C K \ v ' : 

* . ; i 

^'"Vour approval is respectfully requested to dispense v;ith further " 
public 'advertising and to the award of contracts for "Collecting and Re- 

}> .v sieving: Garbage and Refuse" in various districts of the City to the second < 
'K^H^ 1 — b f ddcr * in each district, but at the lov; bid price in each district* 

'y ^>'^The r bidders, the reason, for. the award and the contract amounts are as * ; 

^ stated below. # * > * ; * * 



* ^-Dear Wr» Mayor; 



The xvork to be done under these contracts is for the period April 
1, 1971 to March 31, 1972, w^th options for a second and third year contrac 
if the City so elects* Proposals \;ere received March 23, 1971, after publi 
advertising in the City Recor.d February IS, 1971 and March a,. 1971. 



' ? District 

r 

1A '~ t Charlestown 



Contractor , 

Banco Corporation , 
530- East First Stareet 
South Boston, Massachusetts 



Low Bid Price 
por_j;ear 



The lov; bidder J*F. Ryan, Inc M has' been reccrimended for the av/ard 
of a contract in the Brighton District, which district he has had x\nc\:,x 
contract for the past several years and indicated that he preferred vol to 
be awarded the contract in the Charleston District. The second biddor 
Banco Corporation who has provided satisfactory service under contract in 
the Charlost^/n District for several years agreed to accept the contract 
at the lov; bidders price. 



IB - Boston Proper 



James A. Freanoy, Inc. 

One Bllcry .Street 

South Boston, Massachiisetts 



$ 747,074. <?0 



*i:ho loo bidder Dooley Drotl^or?;, Inc. i:-: b;-in.;i recc-ionOod for tiu: 
award of a contract in the Rorcbury District i>i i.hich tlioy ]*ave nerfori;ed 

* > . , r . • / 32 . 



"Wn':«. "White : .V ' • -2- .. ■ .T. : March 30, 1971 



'-.''satisfactory services ur$g& contract for many years expressed pre- ^ 4 
1 : ference for remaining in that district rather than moving to a new district* 
; 1 The Janes A, Frcaney, Inc. has performed' this work in the City Proper Dis- 
"*\ trict in a satisfactory manner for nany years and preferred accepting a con~ 
; tract in the City Proper District rather than accepting a -contract in the 
^Roxbury Dis trict ♦ ^ . > * * , , , ^ 



3 V Dorchester North Jeffries Disposal Corp. $ 772,336*00 

'•V \: • \,> s q< , / 316 Marginal Street 

O %\ East Boston, Massachusetts -V 



1 : l The- low bidder United Contracting ^Co. , Inc , of Boston is being ^ 
V* recommended for the award of a contract in the South Dorchester District in 
1 ^ v;hich they have performed satisfactory services under contract for many 
years and expressed preference .for remaining in that" district rather than 
rf moving, to a new district. The Jeffries Disposal Corporation has performed 
^ this work in the North Dorchester District in a satisfactory manner for^ 

many years and preferred accepting a contract in the North Dorchester Dis trie 
^ rather than accepting a contract in the South Dorchester District. 

,...«-,,.•. • . ,, .. - A _ 

*. * 4 6 , ~ West Roxbury M & C Corporation $ 633,5814 20 

, . * 100 Hallct Street . . j " / 

v * > , 'Dorchester, Massachusetts - * . f 



' " v \V -The low bidder Joseph Amara Ik Sons, Inc. has been recommended for. 
the award of a contract in Jamaica Plain District, in which district .they 
have performed satisfactory services for many years. They indicated a , 
desire to retain the Jamaica Plain District only. The second lov/ bidder ^ - 
M & C Corporation v;ho has performed this service satisfactory in the VJest ^ 
Roxbury District for many years expressed a desire to be awarded this con- 
tract and agreed to perform the work at the low bidders price. 

* ? 

7 - Dorchester South United Contracting Co,, Inc. $ 833,822.80 

Of Boston 
10 Hic-h Street 
Boston, Massachusetts 

The low bidder Jeffries Disposal Corporation is being rocor.mcnded 
for the av.'ard of a contract in the Korth Dorchester District in v.hich thoy 
have ocrfovned satisfactory services undsi contract, for fj»n« years and haves 
expressed preference fcr remaining in that district rather than rioving to 
a new* district. The United Contracting Co., Inc., of Kostori has prorf orr..od 
this worJc in the South Dorchester District in a satis/acto?:>» tsannsK fox nany 
years and preferred accepting a contract in the south Dorchester District 
rather than accepting a contract in the North Dorchester District. 




j'Kcvia ' -H;.- White \ : * ' >v.,:;..;> 4 ; ' « • \ ■ t :i - 
*a.V/. ;.- >• *>X; t.V^ v<r \ 



if ,1 " Jt* * *^ 



arch 30, 1971 



f ' 10 , - ^Roxbury . ' 

V3 ' * '> ^.V* 



Doolcy Brothers, Inc.. 
165 Market Street 
Brighton, Massachusetts 



$ 704,532,46 . • ' " 



4Jf 



The low bidder James A. Freaney, Inc. is being recommended for the 
#. t ? award of a contract in the City Proper District, in which they have 'per- . r * 
\,/ formed satisfactory services unc"er contract for many years and expressed '; Vv 
*-/. P^fer ence for remaining in that district rather than moving to a new 

district.^ The Doolcy Brothers, Inc. has performed this work in the Roxbury / 
District in a satisfactory manner for many years and preferred accepting ' 
f;/ a contract in the Roxbury District rather than accepting a contract in -..'>' 
the, City Proper. v ; : ' ' . , , % V 

1 H ' : . , * l i 

Awarding the above contracts as recommended to the second low bidders 

w i? h f«* ^ n increase over the lox? bidders price and in view of the excellent 
wy s service provided by the aforesaid contractors in their present respective 

districts, will result in maintenance of the high level of performance' pre- \: 
.7 viously- provided by this service and is in the best interests of the City. 'V 



L -i" - • "° ' ' Coriimissioncr of PublicVv.'orlcs' ' ■- -i'l'yU 



JFC/JPP/gl 



MM s 
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ADMINISTRATIV E DATA 

^ t 

During reporting period case agent also handling 
following matters: 

1. I k et al, AR - HOBBS ACT, Bufile 
92-16079. Case tried 5/19/75 through 6/17/75 
resulting in three convictions. 

2. West End Urban Renewal Project, New Bedford, Mass.; 
et al, I TAR - BRIBERY, Bufile 166-6485. This case 
tried from 7AV75 to 7/23/75 resulting in two 
guilty verdicts on Hobbs Act violations. 

3- I * "I 

I I 1TAR - BRIBERY , Bufile 166-6714. This 

case concerns Hobbs Act violation re two of the 
most prominent Mass. political figures concerning 
which Grand Jury action has been initiated. 

. Boston Office does not contemplate additional in- 
vestigation until such time as a definite opinion is forth- 
coming concerning the prosecutive potential of this c^se. 
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AUSA I I is on annual leave for the period 
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 
FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 



Copy to; 



1 - USA, Boston (Attn: AUSA 



Report of: 
Date: 



ROBERT E. SHEEH/W 
8/4/75 



Officii Boston, Massachusetts 



Field office File >: Boston 92-.2202 * 
Title: ^ KEVIN H. WHITE; 



Bureau File #: 



Character: 



ANTI-RACKETEERING - HOBBS ACT 



Synopsis: 



Facts of case discussed with AUSA, Boston, Mass., 
and wide discrepancies between the tw o potenti al 
witnesses no ted , AUSA notes facts re | [ 
coupled with | ""^ s mental health, will be bar 

to prosecutions requested contact with two addi- 
tional contractors who made contributions to 
WHITE'S 1971 campaign in effort to determ ine whethe r 
or not pr essure exerted* One contractor. I I 
I I said he didn't recall who or how- the 9n J. r 

contributions were solicited, implyi ng they were 
probably automatic since the d ays of I I 



1 The other contractor, 

acknowledged contributions to WHITE 1 
1971 * claiming no one solicited the con 
that his contribution was based on fact 
then working for Mayor WHITE a nd is presently 



s campaign in 
itribution: 
I hw 



for 



the 



City of 



was 
an 

Boston 
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DETAILS: 

* 

At Boston, Massachusetts 
' The facts of t his case were disc ussed with 



Assistant U. S # Attorney | | on May 29, 1975* 

and June 25, 1975, at which time it was noted there were 
wide discrepancies between the only two witnesses to the 
$10,000 contribution to WHITE'S 1971 campaign. It was 
noted during thi s conference that the principal witness^ 



I ~L claimed he decided to make the contribution 

to solidify SANITAS ' position for the 1972 refuse City of 
Boston bids in the fall of 1971 when, in fact, the contracts 
had already been awarded in March, 1971^ &nd would not be 
again a warded until March, 197^. It was also noted that 
I | said he decided to ma ke th e contrib ution and made it 

accompanied by I "I while T ""[ claimed he had 

been solicited himself by WHITE, he then goin g to | | 
who approved paying the $10,000. | | requested at 

this time two additional' refuse contractors who made contri- 
butions to WHITE'S 1971 campaign be interviewed to determine 
whether or not pressure was exerted on them; that at the 
conclusion of said interviews a re-evaluation will bejmade 
as to the prosecutive potential of this case. | | 
also not ed that t he facts rela ting to th e shares of stock 
given to I I coupled with I I 1 s ipental he alth, 
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would be a bar to prosecution as to that portion of | ] s 
statements. 
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jl>*302 (REV. 1 1 -27-70) ^C^F . w i A 

f t i * *■ , 

FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 

*** * Date of transcription . 7/3/75 

I I was contacted at Banco Division, 

SCA Disposal Services , 530 East First Street > South Boston, 
at which time he provided the following data: 

He is no longer associated with Ban co; ,was fo rmerly 
an officer of the firm which merged with SCA: I I 



In r esponse to the question as to the purpose of 
the interview, | ~| was told it pertained to contributions 

to the KEVIU WHITE campaign in 1971 and meetings of disposal 
contractors working for the City of Boston, at which time 
the prices to be bid and the switching of districts after 
awards were discussed * 

He made contributions to the WHITE campaig n in 19 71: 
does not recall the amount; would have to check with I I 
I I who worked for the firm to dete rmine how much was 

contributed • Contributions were made by I 1 and 

,hims,elf from their own funds and not from corporate funds. 
No one suggested that if contributions were not made tha/fc the 
firm would have problems with their contracts. He doesn't b6 
recall who or how the contributions were solicited and J? 7C 
in response as to why made noted thev w ere probably .automatic 
since the days of 



He never attended a meeting with other disposal 
contractors in connection with the 1971 City of Boston 
contracts, at which time contractors discussed what bids would 
be made and districts to be bid with the understanding- tbey 
would switch back to districts previously. The City of 
Boston would handle any changes for districts, not the con- 
tractors. 

The Federal Government would be able to check 
the firm's accounting via Internal Revenue Service returns. 



* 



Interviewed on _ 7/1/75 ^ South ttosfron , Mass. File i Boston 9? -2202 

SA ROBERT E. SHEEHAN and 

SA | I ~ RES/gm 

Date dictated 7/2/73 



This document contains neither recommendation* nor conclusion* of the FBI. It is the property of the FBI and is loaned to you* agency; 
it and its contents are not to be distributed outside your agency^ 

-3- 



TD-302 (REV. U -27-70) 





FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 



1. 



DM* of transcription 



7/3/75 



]was contacted at Jeffries Disposal 



Division, SCA Disposal Services , Charger Street > at which 
time he provided the following information: 



He T 



anL 



iJeffries Di sposal from I I or 

1 He is now designated as 



J for Jeffries Disposal. 



In 1971 he contributed $1,500.00 to the campaign 
of KEVIN H. WHITE who was running for re-election as Maybr 
of Boston. Payment v/as via his check from his personal 
account at the National Shawmut Bank. No corporation funds 
were used for this purpose. No one solicited the contribu- 
tion nor did anyone suggest that if he didn't contribute he 
would have a problem in connection with His work for the 
City of Bosto n. His contribution v/as based wholly on the fact 
th at I I was then working for Mayor WHITE and is presently 

as I I for the City of Boston. He 

has no recollection of making a $500,00 donation in 1971; 
said his firm formerly operated from Marginal Street in East 
Boston. be 

b7C 

He has never attended any meeting when contractors 
discussed what bids they would submit on City of Boston- 
contracts nor did anyone know what he bid prior to opening* 
He never heard of any agreement among disposal contractors - 
as to which districts would be bid, the bid prices submitted, 
and /or switching of districts after awards. 

He will have his accountant locate cash disburse- 
ments journals and cancelled corporate checks for the year 
1971 and make them available for review* 



Interviewed on _ 7/1/75 



.,. Revere. Mass. 



by 



SA ROBERT E, SHEEHAN and 
SA | 



] - RES/gm 



Date dictated 



.File #Bjas±on_92=22D2. 
7/2/75 



Thi» document contains neither recommendations nor conclusion, of the FBI. It is the property of tho FBI and !» loaned to your agency; 
it and its content* are not to be distributed outside your agency. 
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CHARACTER OF CASE 



ifVPED BYI' 

gm- 



AR - HOBBS ACT 
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Report of SA ROBERT E. SfiEEHAN dated -8/4/75; at Boston. 
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LEAD * 
BOSTON? OFFICE 



b7C - 



Kt -Boston/ Mass,^ 
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At Boston , Massachusetts 



Assistant U. S. Attorney [ 
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of Massachusetts , on November 13, 1975, said no determination 
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-1*- 



his document contains neither recommendations nor conclusions of the FBI. 
re not to be distributed outside V 01 "" agency. 



It is the property of the FBI and is loaned to your agency: it and its contents 
U. S. GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE : O - 406-8*0 



26V^Rev. 12 



FD-263^Rev. 12-19-67), 

h% /- F EDERAI_VSUREAU OF I N Vfc&TI G ATI ON 



ORTING OFFICE 



boston; 



OFFICE OF ORIGIN 



BOSTON 



DATE 



.2/17/76 



INVESTIGATIVE PERIOD 



12/12/75 --. 2/11/76 



TITLE OF CASE 



REPORT, MADE BY 



^ KEVIN H. WHITE; 



,SA ROBERT E.. SHEEHAN 



CHARACTER OF CASE 



AR - HOBBS ACT 



TYPED 

mm 



REFERENCE: Report, of ,SA ROBERT E. SHEEHAN dated 11/18/75 
at Boston, 



bo 

hlC 



TO: W^^^s. 
REQ. REC'P^IV 

JUL 18 »s83 
ANS. . 



« Copy-f uraished 

to ^lih— - 



JUL 13 1984 




ACCOMPLISHMENTS CLAIMED 




O NONE 



FINES 



SAVINGS 



recoveries- 



ACQUIT- 
TALS 



CASE HAS BEEN: 

PENDING O.VER ONE YEAR CZ) YE S 1 INC 
PENDING P ROS ECU TION 

OVER SIX MONTHS I I Y ES 'f~"lNC 



SPECIAL AGENT 
" IN CHARGE 



DO NOT WRITE IN SPACES BELOW 



COPIES M|tO 



Bureau (92-16513) 
USA,, Boston 
1 Boston (92-2202) 



9% cxs 



9 FEB 19 1976 





seq. ft^Q^ 




Dissemination Record of Attach e'c!" Report 



Notations 



Agency 



Request Reed. 



Icq ROM CRIU^ mv 




Mi 

* >v 



. i>tp 4 1991 



GPO : 1968 O -299-885 



DOVER PAGE 



UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 
Federal Bureau of investigation: 



Copy, to: 

Report of: 
Dote: 

Field Office File #: 
Title: 



1 USA > Boston 
Attn: AUSA 



ROBERT E. SHEEBAN 
February 17^ I< 

9^-2^02 

|K3BVTN- H> WHITE j> 



pffice-Bostori^ Massachusetts 



Bureao.Ftle S: 



- 4 



Character: 



ANTI-RACKETEERING - HOBBS ACT 



b6 

b7C 



Synopsis: 



Details 



AUSA; Boston said there was no suppqrting 
evidence that would enable him to initiate 
a course of prosecutive action.* 



On February II. 1Q76. Assistant United States 
Attorney I I District of Massachusetts; 

Bos ton^ Massachusetts said, there was no supporting evidence 
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action; that he is closing his file* 
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